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An

Administrative History of the Disposal of
Federal Records, 1789-1949
James Gregory Bradsher

From 1789 to 1985 the federal government has
created some 170 million cubic feet of records. At
the end of 1984 it had accumulated over 40 million
cubic feet of records, including 1.4 million cubic
feet of permanent archives in the custody of the
National Archives.
Thus, 130 million cubic feet of
federal records have been destroyed.
Most of the
destruction, about 120 million cubic feet, took place
subsequent to the creation of the National Archives
and Records Service (NARS) in 1949 and to the passage
of the Federal Records Act of 1950. The success the
federal government has experienced in the disposal of
records with insufficient values to warrant retention
during the past thirty-five years is, in part, the
result of the records disposition groundwork that was
laid before 1950.
This groundwork, consisting of
congressional legislation, archival theory, National
Archives efforts, and agency practices, is little
understood or appreciated
by today's archivists.
Yet, archivists should understand and appreciate past
disposition policies and practices, because much of
what is done today in records disposifion is based
upon the pre-1950 policies and practices.
The acts of Congress of 1789 that created the
executive
departments
of the federal government
provided for the keeping of records pertaining to
their functions, but they did not provide for the
disposition of those records.
By an act on 26
February 1853, Congress made it a felony to destroy a
federal
record.
Legally, until legislation was
1

enacted in 1881, no authorization existed by which
federal records could be destroyed. Records were,
however, intentionally and unintentionally destroyed.
Fires, especially those in Washington, D.C. in 1800,
1801, 1814, 1833, 1836, 1877, 1880, and 1887, burned
substantial quantities of records. Others were also
damaged and lost because of dampness, heat, and
insects, as well as by careless handling. Still
others were "alienated" when their c~stodians removed
them upon leaving government service.
Most
records
created
before 1880 were not
considered for destruction before that date. They
were simply filed away when they were of no further
use to conduct current business. In relative terms,
their volume was not that great, especially before
the Civil War.
The total accumulation of Federal
records
up to 1860 was probably less than 200
thousand cubic feet, an amount the federal government
now creates in two weeks.
The Civil War and the
subsequent veteran-related activities of the federal
government caused the annual creation of records to
increase.
Without a disposal program, the total
accumulation grew, so that by the mid-1870s upwards
3
of one million cubic feet of records existed.
In the 1870s many department heads, with their
buildings filled with records and no authority to
destroy any of them, began calling attention to their
growing records problem in their annual reports to
Congress.
In 1872, for example, the secretary of the
treasury reported that, with an annual accumulation
of
seven
thousand
cubic feet of records, his
department was so engulfed by records that they were
interfering
with
the
conduct of business.
He
complained that rooms that could be used for clerks'
desks were filled with records and that even the
hallways in the building were cluttered with records.
He, as well as other department heads, suggested that
the answer to their space problem was to acquire more
records storage space. A few officials, such as the
quartermaster
general
in 1875, recommended that
Congress authorize the destruction of certain records
when they were no longer needed to conduct government
2

business
4 The term specifically used was "worthless
papers."
The records problem came clearly into focus after
the 24 September 1877 fire that destroyed part of the
Interior Department building and many of the records
it contained. Three days later, President Rutherford
B. Hayes appointed a commission to consider and
report on, among other things, the state of federal
records.
This commission reported that it found
records not worth keeping in every department and it
had received many suggestions that these records be
destroyed, especially since they constituted a fire
hazard.
Despite
this,
the commission did not
consider it advisable to recommend any records be
destroyed "however unimportant they may appear." The
commission reported further that:
Every
paper worthy at any time to be
recorded and placed in the public files may
be of value at some future time, either in
a
historical, biographical or pecuniary
way, to the citizen, or the nation. Papers
seemingly of the least importance have been
connected with the proof of false demands
against the government, and it is scarcely
possible to arrive at a decision of what is
important
to be preserved and what is
useless to be destroyed.
Therefore, the commission recommended that an ample
fireproof building be constructed to accommodate the
government's
noncurrent
records.
The president
endorsed this recommendation, and shortly thereafter,
the quartermaster general submitted plans for such a
building.
Congress,
however, d!d not make any
appropriations for its construction.
In
1879
the
postmaster
general, believing
Congress was not going to build a central storage
building for the government's noncurrent records and
seeing his department overwhelmed with records, asked

Congress

for

authorization

to

destroy

the

department's valueless records.
While Congress was
considering this request, a fire broke out in the War
Department building in December 1880. This calamity
3

focused attention on the need to provide for the
government's
noncurrent records.
On 10 February
1881, the Senate passed a bill calling for the
construction of a building to house these records,
but the expiration of Congress three weeks later
prevented
the
House
of
Representatives
from
considering a similar bill. During the next thirty
years,
forty-two
such bills were introduced in
Congress.
Despite presidential backing, none became
law.
Although
it did not authorize a storage
facility, Congress, in the appropriation act of 3
March 1881, did allow the postmaster general to "sell
as waste paper, or otherwise dispose of, the files of
papers
which have accumulated, or may hereafter
accumulate in the Post Off ice Department that are not
needed in the transaction of current business and
have no permanent or historical value."
Similar
provisions in the appropriation acts of August 1882
authorized the secretary of the treasury to sell
worthless papers of the department's auditor and,
likewise, the clerk and doorkeeper of the House and
the sergeant at arms of the Senate to sell valueless
documents under the direction of the committees on
6
accounts of their respective bodies.
A
more
comprehensive
law
permitting
the
destruction of federal records was adopted in 1889
when
Congress
authorized
heads
of
executive
departments to recommend to Congress records for
destruction.
This
law
was
the
result of a
recommendation made by a Senate select committee
headed by Senator Francis M. Cockrell, which had been
appointed in March 1887 to investigate the operations
of the executive departments and "the causes of the
delays in transacting the public business."
The
committee's
recommendation
relating
to
the
disposition of records was introduced in the Senate
on 8 March 1888 and eventually became law on 16
February 1889.
It provided that heads of executive
departments would report those records to Congress
which they believed were no longer needed to conduct
business
and
which had no ''permanent value or
historical interest."
These reports, containing a

4

concise
statement
regarding
the
condition and
character of the records, would then be reviewed by a
four-member joint congressional committee.
If the
committee concurred, the department head would be
authorized to "sell as waste paper, or otherwise
dispose of such files of papers" and required to
report
to
Congress
that the records had been
destroyed
or
sold.
The 1889 law remained the
principal statute under which federal records were
destroyed u?til the adoption of the National Archives
Act of 1934.
·
The War and Treasury Departments were among the
first
departments
to
submit lists to Congress
requesting
authorization to destroy records, the
former doing so less than two weeks after the 1889
law was signed.
The Treasury Department's first
list, comprising 188 printed pages, was submitted to
Congress in January 1890. Records created from the
first decade of the nineteenth century to the late
1800s, weighing four hundred tons--a volume of some
sixteen
thousand cubic feet--were listed.
Other
departments were not so expeditious in submitting
their first disposal lists to Congress, with the Post
Office
Department
submitting
its in 1893; the
Department of Interior in 1900; the Department of
Commerce and Labor in 1906; the Department of Justice
in 1912; the Department of the Navy in 1915; and the
8
Department of State in 1921.
Until 1912, disposal lists were submitted and
reviewed without any specific guidelines respecting
the
possible
permanent
value
of
the records
re~ommended
for disposal. To correct this situation,
President William H. Taft issued Executive Order 1499
on 16 March 1912, which required heads of executive
departments to submit their disposal lists to the
librarian of Congress for review before they were
sent to Congress's Joint Committee on the Disposition
of Useless Papers in the Executive Departments. This
procedure, the president believed, would allow the
department heads to benefit from the librarian of
Congress's "views as to the wisdom of preserving such
of the papers as he may deem to be of historical

5

interest."
Thereafter, the congressional printed
lists of records recommended for disposal usually
contained a statement from the librarian of Congress
that the lists had beeg examined by the chief of the
Division of Manuscripts.
In addition to records being destroyed after
congressional approval of disposal lists, they were
disposed of as the result of specific congressional
authorizations.
The most extensive authorization was
given to the secretary of agriculture on 4 March 1907
authorizing him to "sell as waste paper, or otherwise
dispose of the accumulation of Department files which
do not constitute permanent records, and all other
documents and publications which have become obsolete
or worthless."
Until 1936, when the secretary of
agriculture submitted a disposal list to the National
Archives
for approval, he decided which of the
department's records would be destroyed. From 1894
to
1930,
other
departments
were
specifically
authorized
to destroy certain series of records
without first submitting lists to Congress. These
records were generally of a routine administrative
nature, such as vouchers, invoices, paid checks,
and noncurrent files accumulated in
money orders
10
post offices.
Despite
congressional
procedures for legally
destroying
records,
government
officials
and
employees destroyed records without authorization.
The
Keep
Committee,
a
presidential
committee
established
in 1905 to study efficiency in the
executive departments, reported in 1906 that it had
found several agencies, including the Department of
Agriculture's
Bureau
of
~fatistics,
destroying
records without any authority.
It was a combination of historians' fears that
valuable records were being destroyed or not being
given proper care and their and government officials'
desire for a building to house the government's
noncurrent
and permanently valuable records that
resulted
in
the
establishment of the National
Archives.
Established
on 19 June 1934 as the
institution to identify and preserve the government's

6

permanently valuable records, the National Archives
replaced the Library of Congress as the institution
to which disposal lists would be sent for review and
concurrence before they were forwarded to Congress.
The act which created the National Archives empowered
the archivist of the United States and those he
appointed to inspect records proposed for destruction
and required him to send to Congress, with the
approval of an archives council, lists of records
that
had no permanent value and thus could be
destroyed.
Thus, the disposal procedures adopted in
1889
were
changed very little by the National
Archives Act of 1934, and the specific disposal acts
adopted between 1894 and 1930 remained in force.
This resulted in some confusion and inconsistencies
in the disposition process, as well as the National
Archives having no control over the destruction of
records
covered
by
the
specific
disposal
authorizations.
The 1934 act also failed to clearly
define records, whic~ made additional problems for
2
the National Archives.
To clarify and improve the disposal process, as
well as to clearly define the term records, Congress
passed the General Disposal Act of 1939 on 5 August
1939 which provided for a comprehensive disposition
program that would apply to the records of all
federal agencies.
Under this act the word record
meant "originals or copies of motion-picture or other
photographic records in any form whatsoever, sound
recordings, correspondence, papers, indexes, maps,
charts,
plans, drawings, punch cards, tabulation
sheets,
pictures, and other kinds of recordings
belonging to the United States Government." The act
provided that agencies, believing certain noncurrent
records
had
no
"permanent value or historical
interest,"
would
submit them on disposal lists
accompanied by samples to the National Archives for
review, that is, appraisal. If the National Archives
and its council concurred in the disposal, the lists
would
be
forwarded
to
Congress
for disposal
authorization.
If the joint congressional committee
concurred,
the
records
were
authorized
for

7

destruction.
If, during a congressional session, the
committee failed to act upon any disposal list that
it
had
received
at
least ten days prior to
adjournment, the archivist of the United States was
empowered to authorize the destruction of the records
on the lists he had forwarded to Congress. The
archivist
was also given similar authority over
records reported to him while Congress was not in
session as long as the records had the same form
numbers or were of the same specific kind from the
same agency which had been previously authorized for
disposal by Congress.
Disposal was to be by sale,
destruction, or transfer, without cost to the federal
government, to a public or private institution which
had made application for the records through the
archivist of the United States.
The General Disposal Act of 1939 also authorized
the archivist to report to Congress for disposal of
accessioned records in the custody of the National
Archives, provided he obtained written consent of the
agency which transferred the records, if the agency
still
existed.
By July 1944, Solon Buck, the
archivist
of
the
United
States,
using staff
reappraisal recommendations, had reported over thirty
thousand
cubic
feet
of accessioned records to
Congress for disposal.
In his 1944 report, Buck
reminded Congress that the "appraisal of records does
not end with their transfer to the National Archives.
The value of accessioned records in terms of the
information
in them is constantly being weighed
against the cost of maintenance and the need for
space in the National Archives." From 1944 to 1950,
the
National
Archives destroyed over sixty-five
thousand cubic feet of accessioned records, believing
they
no ~onger had sufficient value to warrant
1
retention.
Additionally, the 1939 act provided that "no
records
of the United States Government may be
alienated or destroyed except by authority sought and
obtained under the provisions of this Act."
To
clarify the act's relationship to previous disposal
acts, Congress provided that "all Acts or parts of
8

Acts inconsistent with the provisions of this Act are
hereby repealed."
Thus, for the first time in the
federal government's history, a competent authority,
the National Archives, was responsi~!e for appraising
all records of all federal agencies.
The
1939
act
and the Photographed Records
Disposal Act of 1940, which authorized the disposal
of paper records once they were filmed, were the
result of the concern of Congress, the National
Archives, and federal agencies about the growing
volume of records being created under the New Deal
programs.
In 1930 about 3.5 million cubic feet of
records existed and over 200 thousand cubic feet of
records were being created annually. When President
Franklin D. Roosevelt began his second term in 1937,
the federal government was creating well over 500
thousand cubic feet of records a year and the total
accumulation had doubled since 1930. With so many
records existing, occupying upwards of thirty percent
of the government's office space in Washington, D.C.,
it
was
not
surprising
to find many agencies
submitting
disposal
lists to the newly created
National Archives.
During fiscal years 1936-1938,
the National Archives received lists containing some
forty-eight thousand series to appraise. Staggering
as that figure was, it was but only
portent of what
5
would follow in the next three years.
During fiscal year 1941, the federal government,
for the first time, created one million cubic feet of
records in one year; eleven million cubic feet of
records had accumulated by the time the United States
entered World War II.
President Roosevelt was so
concerned about the growing volume of records that he
proposed
in 1940 that the Pentagon, then under
construction, be used to store records once it was no
longer needed by the military. Not waiting for that
day
to
arrive, many agencies, desiring to rid
themselves
of noncurrent records, increased both
their transfers of permanent records to the National
Archives and the number of disposal lists they sent
to it.
During fiscal years 1939-1941, the National
Archives received disposal lists containing almost

y
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170,000 series, over three times the number received
during the preceeding three years. With a relatively
small staff to review the disposal lists, the backlog
of series requiring appraisal increased from 6,400 in
July 1938 to over 16,700 by June 1941. Despite
appraisal of over 43,000 series during fiscal year
1942, that year ended with a backlog of over 22,500
series--interestingly enough the same backlog that
16
existed in July 1982.
Appraising federal records in the late 1930s and
early 1940s was an enormous task, considering that
the National Archives was faced with 150 years' worth
of records.
It was all that more difficult because
two-thirds of the records existing in 1940 had been
created just during the previous decade. As R.D.W.
Connor, archivist of the United States, informed
Congress in 1936, ''the problem of determining whether
contemporary records may be disposed of is not an
easy
one."
Nor
could the problem be quickly
resolved, for, as he informed Congress in 1939,
"records proposed for disposal cannot be appraised
hastily."
Yet, the exigencies of a growing federal
establishment
and
a
war necessitated that the
National
Archives
appraise iy haste to relieve
7
agencies of their space problems.
Although the National Archives lost many of its
personnel
to military service and received over
twenty-two thousand series to appraise during fiscal
year 1943, that year ended with a backlog of only two
thousand
series
to
be appraised.
Solon Buck,
archivist of the United States, noted in his annual
report to Congress that the reduction of the backlog
was made possible by greater cooperation on
the part of the other agencies resulting
from the records administration activities
of
the
National
Archives,
by
simplifications in procedures, and by the
fact that many items on the lists were of
the same form and character as items that
had
appeared
on
previous
lists
and
consequently could be appraised quickly.
There were two other factors the archivist did not
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mention.
One
was the fact that many National
Archives'
archivists, such as Everett Alldredge,
Herbert
Angel, Robert Bahmer, Wayne Grover, and
Emmett Leahy, assumed records management positions
with federal agencies, which resulted in a more
effective federal records disposition program. The
other
factor
was
the
body
of appraisal and
disposition
literature which appeared during the
early 1940s.
This literature, especially the works
by
Leahy
and
Philip Brooks, provided valuable
guidance to those charged with reducing the size of
18
the paper mountain.
By
July
1943,
the
federal government had
accumulated sixteen million cubic feet of records.
With an annual creation rate of two million cubic
feet, Solon Buck, despite being pleased with reducing
the current backlog of series to be appraised, was
concerned
about
the growing size of the paper
mountain and anxious about the future disposition
burden.
There was not much he or his agency could do
about the amount of records being created, but he
believed that if Congress adopted a more effective
law providing for the disposition of records, both
the federal government and the National Archives
would
benefit.
Otherwise, the former would be
swamped with records and the latter with repetitious
disposal lists, and the operations and efficiency of
both would be hampered. Many government officials,
however, felt that the solution to reducing the
volume of records was to expend more monies on
microfilming.
This, they believed, would reduce the
space
records
occupied
and delay an appraisal
decision.
Many officials then, as now, simply did
not want to destroy
their
records. "Micro-photography ••• is a fine thing," Buck informed Congress,
"but it is not a panacea for all record ills."
What is needed, he argued, was a more effective
law. ~ongress agreed and passed such a law in July
1
1943.
Until
the
adoption
of the Federal Records
Disposal
Act of 1943, agencies had to resubmit
disposal lists every time they wanted to destroy a

11

portion
of
a
series.
The 1943 act, although
providing for lists, also provided for continuing
schedules,
which
allowed
series
appraised
as
disposable to be destroyed in the future without
further concurrence by the National Archives and
Congress.
This concept of continuing schedules was
endorsed
by the thirty-four agencies which made
written comments on the proposed legislation. They,
like Buck, saw in the continuing schedules a means by
which rec2 ds could be destroyed with the minimum of
paperwork. 0
Besides
providing
for continuing disposition
schedules, the Federal Records Disposal Act of 1943
also contained two significant changes in language
used.
The first pertained to the definition of
records. Records were defined by this act as
all books, papers, maps, photographs, or
other documentary materials, regardless of
physical form or characteristics, made or
received by any agency of the United States
Government in pursuance of Federal Law or
in
connection
with the transaction of
public business and preserved or appropriate for preservation by that agency or its
successor as evidence of the organization,
functions, policies, decisions, procedures,
operations, or other activities of the Government or because of the informational
value of data contained therein.
This was certainly a more comprehensive definition
than used in the 1939 act, and it has proven quite
durable,
still
being used today with a slight
modification.
The other change in wording was the
substitution
throughout
the
act of the phrase
"sufficient administrative, legal, research, or other
value to warrant their continued preservation by the
United States Government'' for the previously used
ambiguous
phrase
"permanent value or historical
interest to the Federal Government." This wording
was intended to define more clearly the criteria for
the retention of records and their inclusion into the

12

holdings of the National Archives.
To many at the time, as has always been the case,
it was difficult to understand why the National
Archives,
whose
archivists were supposed to be
concerned with the preservation of records, was so
involved in the destruction of records.
In the
spring of 1944, Margaret Cross Norton, archivist of
Illinois and president of the Society of American
Archivists, explained why archivists were involved in
records destruction:
Thus far American archivists have devoted
themselves
primarily
to
the
task of
preserving
all government records.
The
increasing
complexity
of
government
organization and the ease and the cheapness
of multiplying copies of documents have
resulted in a stupendous growth in the bulk
of government records •••• It is obviously
no longer possible for any governmental
agency to preserve all records which result
from
its
activities.
The emphasis of
archives work has shifted from preservation
of records to selection of records for
preservation.
Several
months
later, in his annual report to
Congress, Solon Buck explained:
In disposing of records the chief reason
for destroying is to save. By weeding out
useless
papers ••• and
eliminating
them
promptly, the recognition and preservation
of valuable records is fostered and an
important step in saving the information in
them for the use of the Government and
citizens ••• is taken.
Prompt disposal of
records that have ceased to serve also
saves the Government huge sums that would
otherwise have to go for their maintenance.
And finally, that elusive and imponderable
thing known as efficiency of operations,
with its attendant economies, is prompted
by clearing out the clutter of years and
keeping it cleared out.
13

With these views in mind, the National Archives made
every effort to ensure that federal records that did
not warrant zyntinued retention were destroyed in a
timely manner.
On 7 July 1945, Congress, helping the National
Archives
in
its
efforts
to
destroy
records
efficiently, amended the Federal Records Disposal Act
to allow the destruction of certain series of records
common to most agencies. This amendment authorized
the National Archives to develop general records
schedules, which identified routine administrative
records which could be destroyed after a specified
period
without
further
National
Archives
or
congressional
approval.
By 1949 there were six
general records schedules applicable ~o probably five
2
percent of the government's records.
After the passage of the 1943 Federal Records
Disposal Act and the 1945 amendment, the appraisal
burden on the National Archives was considerably
lightened.
Not only were fewer series submitted for
review--some forty-three thousand during fiscal years
1945-1948, which was less than had been received in
fiscal
year 1941--but over seventy percent were
submitted
on
schedules,
which
eliminated
the
necessity of resubmitting dis~~sal lists for portions
of the same series of records.
As a result of all the disposition efforts made
by Congress, the National Archives, and the federal
agencies, great strides were made in the disposal of
records during the mid-1940s.
For example, during
fiscal year 1946, the Departments of War, Navy,
Justice,
the Selective Service, and the General
Accounting Office destroyed nearly 1.2 million cubic
feet of records. Such progress in the destruction of
records
without
sufficient
values
to
warrant
retention and the decrease in the amount of records
created after the war prompted Solon Buck to report
to Congress in 1946 that "the seemingly endless
pyramiding of Government records has come to a stop."
This did not happen, because the volume of records
created during the 1950s equaled that ~reated from
2
1789 to 1949. But that is another story.
14

President Harry S.Truman, at the prompting of the
National Archives, issued Executive Order 9784 during
the
summer of 1946, which, among other things,
directed
federal
agencies
to destroy temporary
records in a timely manner.
During the summer of
1948, the National Archives undertook a survey to
ascertain how well the agencies were complying with
the president's executive order.
What the survey
revealed was the necessity for a more effective
program to rid the government of temporary records.
Thus, the National Archives began lobbying for more
effective laws and funds.
It was supported in its
efforts by the Hoover Commission, which had been
created in July 1947, and was charged by Congress and
the president with making recommendations for greater
efficiency and economy in the federal government. In
1949,
as a result of the campaign for a more
comprehensive records management program, Congress
placed the National Archives within the newly created
General Services Administration (GSA), where it was
renamed the National Archives and Records Service
(NAR~~,
and, in 1950, adopted the Federal Records
Act.
The Federal Records Act of 1950 pulled together
most of the previous legislation relating to federal
records
and
the
National
Archives
and
gave
considerable authority over records management to the
GSA.
It charged the GSA with improving procedures,
methods, and standards relating to the creation of
records; their maintenance and use when current;
their disposition when they were no longer current;
and authorized it to operate records centers. The
act directed heads of agencies to create and preserve
adequate records of all aspects of their agencies'
organization,
functions,
and
activities and to
operate efficient records management programs. To
ensure
that
agencies
created,
maintained, and
disposed of their records in an efficient manner, the
GSA
was
authorized
to
inspect agency records
management programs and practices. Fortunately for
NARS, the administrator of General Services delegated
these responsibilities to the archivist of the United
15

States. 26
Although
some
scholars
and archivists were
concerned that NARS would become too involved in
records management at the expense of its traditional
archival role, Wayne Grover, the archivist of the
United States, was pleased to have control over the
1 ife cycle of records.
"Looking at the Federal
records problem as a whole," he wrote in 1951, "we
have
every
prospect in GSA bringing order and
intelligence into the management of Federal records,
improving their quality as well as decreasing their
quantity,
and--what
is
at
the
heart of the
matter--assuring the pres27vation of those that are
worthy of being preserved."
Grover, who became archivist in 1948, had reason
to be optimistic about the future of federal records
disposition,
but he also realized the challenge
facing his agency.
In spite of all the efforts to
destroy nonarchival records, over two-thirds of all
federal records created since 1789 were still in
existence at the end of 1949. By contrast, as 1985
began, despite the some 140 million cubic feet of
records created since 1950, over seventy-five percent
of
all
federal
records ever created had been
destroyed.
Of the twenty million cubic feet of
records still in existence at the end of 1949, half
were not covered by an approved disposal schedule or
list.
In other words, ten million cubic feet of
28
records were unscheduled.
It would be unfair to those in Congress, the
National
Archives, and the federal agencies who
labored so hard to provide proper disposition for the
government's records to end this history by leaving
the impression that their work was half done in 1950.
Viewed
from today's perspective, their work was
indeed
only
partially
complete in 1950.
When
compared
to
the
situation before the National
Archives
became
involved in the disposition of
federal records in 1934, however, it would be more
accurate to state that having the job half done by
1950 was a significant accomplishment. Considering
that at least four times as many records were created
16

between 1934 and 1950 as had been created from 1789
to 1933 1 it was remarkable that so many nonarchival
records were destroyed subsequent to 1933 and that
half
of the records i2 existence in 1949 were
9
scheduled for disposition.
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Strategies for Archival Action in the 1980s and
Beyond: lapleaenting the SAA Goals and
Priorities Task Force Report *

Richard J. Cox
This • essay is written by an archivist primarily
for
archivists,
but
its
content
concerns
a
subject--the preservation of America's documentary
heritage--that is important to a much wider audience.
Archivists have long recognized that theirs is a
profession with a broad mandate handicapped by far
too
limited resources.
In the past few years,
through a series of major investigations and reports,
ar~t~vists
have learned the extent of the threat to
historical records in the United Stites caused by
their
profession's
own
weaknesses.
Some
will
undoubtedly bristle at that last sentence and argue
that
numerous other reasons exist for the poor
condition of this nation's historical records. True,
but
the major
responsibility
for the care of
America's
documentary heritage is one that most
archivists can and will not deny is theirs. Given
their profession's general poverty and its tremendous
obligation,
archivists
must
learn, among other
things, to plan carefully for the more judicious use

* Although the author participated on one of the
working groups of the GAP Task Force, this paper is
an official view of that body. The author is especially indebted to Larry J. Hackman for his comments.
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of restricted means and for programs that will enable
them to gain greater resources. The report of the
Society
of American Archivists' (SAA) Goals and
Priorities
(GAP)
Task
Force
is
the archival
profession's most recent and best opportunity to
begin to do just that.
The archival profession has been involved in
planning in one way or another for over thir2y years.
Ernst Posner's
American State Archives
is the
result of 1960s planning and is a monumental classic
of archival literature.
The Society of American
Archivists' Committee for the Seventies led to the
hiring of the association's first executive director
and laid §he foundation for a stronger, more vibrant
profession.
It was this committee that envisioned
an extensive set of writings on the basics of our
professional practices and standards, a goal that
4
virtually has been achieved.
Planning
in
the
1980s is different.
Some
archivists talk about planning as if it was something
new, and it seems to be.
Most now realize that
previous efforts at planning have been generally
unsuccessful.
The first SAA committee on planning
produced
a
single
paragraph
report; the next
committee only searched (unsuccessfully) for their
predecessor's records. Posner's excellent report was
treated
as a reference book or history of the
profession and not the agenda for change that it
really was and begged to be. 5 The Committee for
the Seventies, while perhaps the most successful
planning effort, largely restricted itself to the
internal organization of the SAA and did not touch
upon
broader professional issues.
More typical,
unfortunately, is the legacy of the already forgotten
1977 Conference on Setting Priorities for Historical
Records which issued a report, raised some issues,
6
and hoped things would work out.
Even many of the
state
assessment and reporting projects reports,
completed less than two years ago, seem forgotten and
unused.
The apparent difference with planning in the
1980s is that it is being done in an environment of
urgency that does not provide any luxury of failure.
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Increasingly, a small but growing group of archivists
are staking on planning hopes to resist the rapidly
deteriorating
condition
of America's documentary
heritage.
The 1980s represent a much more complex world
than the archival forebears knew or could even dream.
Although the profession has grown significantly in
numbers, it still must appoint a task force to
grapple with the issue of why it is misunderstood,
not
only
by the general populace, but by its
7
administrators.
This is the
"information
age,"
yet archivists question their own ability to deliver
information.
There is an ever increasing use of
technology to capture and control information, but
many archivists not only remain more comfortable with
paper records, but treat them as revered artifacts.
Perhaps
most
disheartening,
archivists
call
themselves a profession, yet must admit that their
standards are lax; they continually welcome into
their fellowship persons who, with little or no
training, are declared to be archivists and given the
responsibilities
of
such,
voiding
one of the
8
preeminent
characteristics
of a profession.
It
was in this climate that the Society of American
Archivists' GAP Task Force originated and issued a
draft of its report for consideration by the archival
profession.
The GAP Task Force only dates back a few years,
developing
in
the same period as the National
Historical
Publications
and
Records
Commission
(NHPRC)-sponsored
state
assessment and reporting
projects and out of the 1982 SAA meeting's theme of
"Planning in an Archival Environment."
The task
force was appointed in September 1982 and for a
period of two years--beefed up by the addition of
several working groups and the support of NHPRC
funds--worked on preparing a draft of Planning for
the Archival Profession:
A Report of the SAA Task
Force on Goals and Priorities • This report is not
the end of the task force; its report is subject to
further
discussion
and
refinement,
and
its
recommendations suggest that archival planning is a
24

continuous process.
There is little need to discuss
the draft report in great detail since copies of it
are readily available and, while the report is not
easily summarized, it is important to review the
assumptions of the group responsible for the report,
look at its content and structure, and examine its
most important recommendation--the establishment of a
committee on archival planning.
The task force report can be reduced to five
assumptions.
First, support for archival work is
insufficient
to
identify and preserve America's
documentary
heritage.
Second,
the
archival
profession must more aggressively encourage and carry
out planning, cooperation, research and development,
and
advocacy and public information programs if it
expects
to
make
efficient use of its limited
resources.
Third,
the
responsibilities of the
archivist and his or her repository must extend
beyond any single individual or institution if the
profession is to achieve what must be its preeminent
goal of preserving the historical record. Fourth,
records
and
information management are integral
components of the archival profession; without them,
its ability to preserve the historical record is
seriously
restricted.
Fifth,
and finally, the
archival community is considered to encompass all
individuals, institutions, and associations involved
in
t~e
labor
of
preserving
the
archival
record.
These assumptions form the basis of the
final report of the task force.
The report itself is built around a brief mission
statement of the archival profession--"to ensure the
identification, preservation, and use of records of
enduring value to society"--and includes one section
devoted to each major goal of that mission. Each
goal is broken down to more specific objectives,
strategies, and activities that constitute an agenda
for action, at least as far as can be perceived in
the mid-1980s.
The main criticism of the report has
not been on its content but on its breadth of
concern, causing some to see it as little more than
an elaborate--and largely unattainable--"wish list"
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for the archival profession.
It is precisely for
this reason that the primary focus of deliberation of
the
report
should
be
equally divided between
analyzing its content and its recommendation for some
sort of ongoing planning committee that 8rovides a
1
regional focus on planning and development.
A committee on archival planning is a necessity for
an~r success in accomplishing the goals stated
in the
task force report. As presently recommended, the body
would consist of members (appointed by the SAA) from
regional and state archival associations, from related professions such as history and library science,
and from recent leaders of the SAA. The need for the
committee is due to the recognition that planning
must be an ongoing process, and its mission would be
threefold:

1. To carry out an active and open process to
establish,
refine,
update,
and promulgate
statements
of
mission,
goals, objectives,
strategies, and activities and to recommend
priority activities for the archival community;
2. To foster the activities recommended through
this process, especially the activities of high
priority; and
3. To promote planning by archival organizations
and associations.
As such, the committee is an effort to create a nonisolated climate that encourages efforts like the
Bentley fellowships, National Information Systems Task
Force (NISTF), the Joint Committee on the Archives of
Science and Technology (JCAST), and the Coalition for
the Preservation of Architectural Records (COPAR), and
tt1~l
provides a mechanism for encouraging cooperation
with other related professions as well as records
users and creators. If the archival profession is
honest, it must admit that the task force report is
only a proposed agenda and the planning committee only
one means for beginning to meet that agenda. What is
really being considered are some very fundamental
changes to the profession that encourage greate r
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sustained research and development. The SAA Council
has already taken the first step in such a change by
reauthoring the GAP Task Force for three additional
yea rs.
Certainly the planning committee would be the
most
important
and
fundamental change for the
archival profession.
For the first time it would
give an interdisciplinary national focus to the needs
and goals of the archival profession and its mission.
It would equip the national associations, like the
SAA
and
the National Association of Government
Archives and Records Administrators (NAGARA), to do
what
they
have
not
been
able
to
do very
successfully--to move beyond organizational needs and
goals to plan for the entire profession. Such a
committee
would
be able to knit together such
national efforts as the local government records
committee sponsored by the American Association for
State and Local History (AASLH), the industry action
committees of the Association of Records Managers and
Administrators (ARMA), the various sections of the
SAA, the Committee on the Records of Government, and
NAGARA into a more coherent national agenda for
America's documentary heritage. Despite how diverse
the archival profession might seem to be, with a wide
variety
of
institutions and constituencies, its
primary mission to preserve and manage historical
records is one that begs for a national plan. The
planning committee is not, of course, the answer to
all of the archival profession's problems. For the
task force's agenda to have any reasonable chance of
success there must be important changes in archival
education and training programs, historical records
advisory boards, regional archival associations, and
archival institutions.
Of all of the above elements of the archival
profession
there
has
been
more written about
education than
any other and with good reasons.
Education
standards are the foundation of every
profession.
Archivists, however, lack control over
this important area.
The formulation of archival
theory has been slowed because of a lack of firm
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footing in academia and a continuing orientation to
practical rather
than
theoretical issues. 11 The
task
force
report
suggests
changes
in
the
profession's attitude toward and practice of archival
education, but without some basic, remedial changes
in archival education the profession will be unable
to
support
adequately efforts to address these
changes.
Specifically, archival education--whether
tied to a history department, libf~ry school, or
public or applied history programs --must be as
attentive to theory as practice. For example, many
groundbreaking historical studies evolve out of the
graduate
school thesis or dissertation--the same
could
happen for the archival profession.
Many
archival
education
programs
do
not encourage,
however, the study and writing of theses on archival
subjects or the writing of theses at all. The GAP
Task Force report could be used as an agenda for such
study.
Some archivists examining the task force
report have even suggested that it could be used to
introduce individuals studying to be archivists to
the nature of the profession.
Much of the discussion about archival theory in
recent years has lamented an individual's lack of
free time from administrative responsibilities as a
reason
for
the
profession's
di~ficulties
in
developing
an
adequate
theory.
While
this
argument
is
persuasive,
it
is
certainly not
comprehensive and, in fact, neglects the strengths of
developing archival theory in the heated atmosphere
of the archival repository.
Although it would be
difficult to state that this has not had a generally
negative influence upon the development of archival
theory, there are still bright spots. All through
his career, for example, Theodore R. Schellenberg was
devoted to the "development, systematization, and
standardization
of
archival
principles
and
techniques.''
In
each
phase
of
his
career,
Schellenberg's
experiences sharpened his archival
writings.
At the National Archives as director of
archival management, he prepared a series of Staff
Information Circulars and laid the foundation for his
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Australian lecture tour and subsequent publication,
Modern Archives , Schellenberg, for all practical
purposes, y~s the "National Archives theoreticianin-charge."
What would happen if the archival profession
could
formally
establish
a
greater number of
positions similar to what Schellenberg held during
the 1950s?
Creation of institutional research and
development units would free individuals to study
archival matters and prepare published studies of
thPbe issues. The duties of such units could consist
of
fostering
long-range
goals
and priorities;
conducting
research
projects
required
by
the
repository
and also identified as needs by the
profession;
publishing
research;
overseeing the
continued professional development of the institution's
staff
through internal seminars, coordination of guest speakers, and interinstitutional exchange of professional staff; and identifying and
acquiring funding sources for special or more complex projects. Since many of the identified goals of
the task force report concern or relate to archival
institutions, especially state archives and other
large research repositories, the creation of such
units is a logical step. Research and development
units do not necessarily have to be large divisions
but can consist of single individuals freed from administrative duties that normally hinder the profession's ability to produce such work. If business
corporations only relied upon universities and colleges to develop technology necessary for the creation of new
productf 5 they
would
not remain
competitive very long.
Why should the archival
profession
similarly
rely
only on such formal
education programs and not make a broader commitment
to developing archival theory and to planning for its
development?
In one sense, the proposed planning
coM1u.ittee or the continued task foyge could be a
national research and development body.
One of the groups that has received the greatest
attention recently, in regards to planning, has been
the Historical Records Advisory Board created to
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onr t the funding program of the NHPRC. Although
NHPRC has hoped for r9ese boards to be much more
than
they
have
been,
prior to the state assessment and reporting projects they were little
more than grant reviewers and, in many cases, most
remain tied to that function. Since the early 1980s,
however, their role has been significantly expanded
to one of statewide planning and coordination because
of the state assessment and reporting projects. To
fulfill this role successfully would enable them to
become an important vehicle in assisting the greater
goals and priorities of the archival profession,
entities for the planning committee to work with and
assign projects.
For this the boards must expand
their membership beyond just archivists and their
colleagues to records users, legislators, creators,
supporters,
and the concerned public; they must
possess a clear commitment to statewide archival
planning and be able to relate their state plan to
national professional goals and plans; and, finally,
they must be able to influence the larger and key
repositories within the state to support the plan.
The existence of such boards or, in their place,
other
coalitions
or consortia, carries national
archival
planning and development down from the
national plane to the arena of the states.
Regional archival associations, formed in the
early 1970s as an alternative to the SAA, have become
extremely important in carrying archival issues to a
broader local constituency and have assumed, as well,
much of the SAA role of providing basic archival
training and education.
Some of the larger associations have served as forums for the testing and
development of ideas later brought into national focus, and two have successfullfs supported important
journals for archival writings.
However, there must be some basic changes in
these associations for them to play a greater role in
archival planning and development.
For one, their
support of the ideas of the GAP Task Force and the
planning committee could extend to modelling their
annual
and
semiannual
meetings
after specific
st
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activitie s in the task force's report, encouraging
the preparation and critiquing of formal papers on
these
subjects
that
could
contribute
to the
advancement of the profession.
Furthermore, these
associations should serve as an introduction for the
newer members of the profession to the broader vision
and needs of the archival community and as a means of
attracting
wider audiences of records users and
creators that can consider, debate, and formulate new
strategies for the preservation of this nation's
documentary
heritage.
The regional associations
could also serve as mechanisms for encouraging high
priority research projects on a regional level or as
a way of tracking and disseminating information about
important projects.
And, finally, the associations
can extend beyond the specific needs or interests of
their regions, developing cooperative strategies for
the implementation of certain professional goals.
Certainly this last role is the regional archival
associations' greatest potential contribution to the
process
of archival planning and the continuing
development of the profession.
Although such a national planning committee is
essential to the continued growth of the archival
profession, no one body or group will bring about the
changes
necessary
to
commit the profession to
ongoing,
dynamic,
and
essential priorities and
activities.
All levels of the profession must make
this
commitment--from
the
institutional to the
university
training ground to the statewide and
regional groups--if the archival profession is to
continue to grow, identify needs, and adapt to the
changing society in which it is a member and that it
endeavors to document.
Considering the weakness of
the archival profession's theory and literature, all
of these groups could simultaneously attack the needs
described in the task force report.
It will be
helpful to consider how a few elements of the report
could be coordinated by a planning committee.
One of the strategies in the appraisal goal is
"stimulate
the
development
of
coordinated and
cooperative collecting strategies," and there are six
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19
activities supporting it.
In this case, various
levels of the profession could easily concentrate
upon each of these activities.
For example, the
study of "existing cooperative arrangements such as
networks and consortia" could be a subject of full
analysis by graduate archival students whereas the
evaluation of "geographical and topical case studies
to determine how cooperative collecting strategies
can be developed and carried out" could be a focus of
the meetings of regional archival associations. Some
of the activities are much more difficult. The study
of "the creation of interconnected documentation •••
to determine if coordinated retention decisions can
be made" will never be resolved unless the archival
repositories make a stronger commitment to the work
of research and development. The staffs of state archives,
for
example,
are aware of the interconnection of federal, state, and local records and
information
but generally
continue to make appraisal decisions on
an
individual basis. Such
issues can be resolved only if state archives and the
National Arc2~ves allow staff time to investigate
such matters.
Goal
two,
"the
administration
of archival
programs to ensure the preservation of all records of
enrluring value," in some ways, is the heart of the
task force report.
It aims at the basic needs for
the development of the archival profession; this
article's recommendations could fit into this, since
it concerns the ability of the profession to foster
planning, research, and development.
For example,
one of the strategies is to "encourage the continued
development
of
a
body
of
professional
21
literature"
--a need that all
levels
of
the
professional must work to meet.
The national and
regional
archival
associations need to evaluate
whether present means of publishing literature is
sufficient.
Are
the
American
Archivist,
Midwestern
Archivist,
Provenance,
and
Archivaria
an adequate number of journals for North
American archivists to publish? Would it be possible
for expanded Historical Records Advisory Boards to
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encourage research by providing funds to focus upon
specific statewide needs?
Would not institutional
research and development units better support the
encouragement of "archival institutions and granting
agencies to publish case studies of projects or other
studies in archival science?"
The final area of access is, perhaps, one of the
easiest goals of the report to consider since it
concentrates
upon
communication.
One
of
the
strategies
is to "develop communicati~2s between
archivists
and the
user
community,"
an
area
often
discussed
but
seldom
adequately
23 The regional archival associations, for
studied.
example,
could make an effort to attract wider
participation of user groups in their organizations
and meetings. The Historical Records Advisory Boards
need to include as full participants representatives
of
the
user
community.
And archival graduate
programs could have students carefully analyze the
past and present uses of archival mat24ials to assist
archivists in planning for the future.
All of this, however, is dependent upon the
profession's possessing a carefully articulated set
of goals and priorities and a national focus and
mechanism
for coordinating the accomplishment of
those
goals and priorities.
Without a national
planning committee, the chances for the improvement
of the profession's status or resources--or even
self-image--are significantly poorer.
The work of
the GAP Task Force represents an opportunity to put
the archival profession on a new and more secure
footing and to help foster the preservation of the
nation's
documentary heritage.
The task force's
report deserves, for this reason, the profession's
complete and serious attention, not for three or six
months but over the next several years. Archivists
must realize that planning is important and that
planning is an active and continuous process. Every
archivist needs to monitor, support, and encourage
the ongoing work of the task force. Its work is
important enough to demand that archivists not be
spe ctators but active participants.
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FOLKLORE AND ORAL HISTORY:
EXPLORING SUBJECT INDEXING *
Pamela Dean
Catalogs,
indexes,
inventories,
retrieval
systems, and finding aids are a major part of any
archives and, as any archivist knows, they can also
be a major problem--both to devise and to maintain.
Handling oral materials can present some special
problems, and there seems to be no one best system
for
repositories
of
folklore and oral history
collections.
Each institution has had to devise its
own methods in response to the different types of
material it contains and the different ways this
material may be used.
A recent project at the
Northeast
Archives of Folklore and Oral History
(NAFOH), at the University of Maine at Orono (UMO),
was t? devise such a system, specifically a subject
index.
This problem was approached in three phases.
Fir~t,
an assessment was made of existing procedures,
the nature of the collections, and the types of
people who use the archives in order to determine
general
indexing
criteria.
Second, an informal
survey was conducted of what other archives are doing
in this field.
And last, under. the direction of
professor of folklore, Edward D. Ives, founder and
head
of
the
archives,
the NAFOH staff began
experimenting
with
indexing
itself.
This was

*The author thanks those who so generously responded
to her survey questions.
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essentially
an
amateur
effort,
a
matter
of
learning-by-doing, since none of those involved had
any
professional
training
in
librarianship or
archival management. This article is a report on the
methodology and results of these three phases.
The Northeast Archives of Folklore and Oral
History, a part of the anthropology department at
UMO, is - a research facility and a repository for tape
recordings,
transcripts
of
tapes,
and related
photographs and manuscript material relevant to the
folklore and folklife of New England and the Atlantic
Provinces of Canada~ with a special emphasis on Maine
and the Maritimes.
Its holdings include over 1800
collections, about 3000 hours of tape recordings, and
over 5000 photographs.
The
first collections in the archives were
submitted as part of the requirements for Professor
Ives's courses in folklore.
Students were asked
simply
to
accumulate
individual
items
of
folklore--jokes, tall tales, ghost stories and the
like.
This produced a sizeable amount of valuable
but disjointed bits of lore, and it became evident
that something more was needed:
the element of
context.
The inevitable movement was away from
collecting items and genres toward gathering more
information
on
life-styles,
especially
through
eliciting complete or partial life histories. Soon,
it became obvious that this work often had as much,
if not more, to do with oral history as it did with
folklore, and out of this confusion (or marriage)
came
the
present
emphasis and several ongoing
archives projects.
The most extensive of these projects centers on
the
lumberman's
life.
Emphasizing
the common
woodsman and containing detailed accounts of every
aspect of the lumberman's daily life, this project
has made NAFOH perhaps the largest repository of
northeastern lumbering information in North America.
Another recent project focused on the working life of
Maine women during the Depression and World War II.
The archives also houses a great deal of information
on the songs, stories, customs, beliefs, values, and
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daily routines of other folk groups of the New
England-Atlantic
Provinces
region.
In addition,
there
is
a
strong collection of folksong and
instrumental music, much of which is the result of
Professor Ives's own collecting work which focused on
local songs and songmakers.
The archives also has
material
collected
by
others,
such
as
an
investigation into labor history in Maine conducted
by the Maine State Federated Labor Council; the
Penobscot Bay Fisheries and Industries Project, done
in conjunction with the Penobscot Marine Museum at
Searsport; and several projects sponsored by the
University of Maine's Canadian American Center.
This mix of folklore and oral history covering
many topics from a broad geographical area poses
particular problems, especially since Dr. Ives has
always
sought to make the archives' collections
available
to
both
professional
and
amateur
folklorists and historians, and to genealogists and
students
from
other
disciplines.
While
the
folklorists might want material indexed by type or
genre,
the
historian
would
prefer subject or
location, and the genealogist, personal names. Thus,
no one index seems appropriate for all uses.
Another
significant
constraint
on
NAFOH's
ability to create and maintain effective indexing
systems is that the archives has no regular funding
or full-time professional staff.
The budget comes
primarily from fees and donations, with space and,
occasionally, some funds for salary coming from UMO.
Under the part-time supervision of Dr. Ives, NAFOH
runs on the labors of work-study students, graduate
interns, and volunteers.
At the time this project
was conducted, the staff consisted of two work-study
students, two graduate interns, one volunteer, and a
half-time assistant archivist.
While it is hoped
that this will not always be the situation, improved
conditions are by no means assured, and any new
system implemented at the archives should be one
which acknowledges current realities.
The subject index file, therefore, ideally had to
meet
several criteria.
It needed to cover the
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variety of materials in the archives' collections, be
useful to several different types of users, and be
simple
enough
to
be
maintained by temporary,
part-time student workers who would not be employed
long enough to be trained properly in the use of a
complex system and who worked with a minimum of
supervision.
It also had to be a system which could
be computerized in the future.
The archives already has several index files
which meet these criteria to varying degrees. There
are comprehensive, up-to-date personal name, place
name, interviewer, and interviewee indexes, and a
shelf list.
Together, these files meet the needs of
many users, and they can be maintained by relatively
untrained, temporary workers. What is clearly needed
is
a
good subject index which would permit a
researcher
looking
for ghost stories, or early
farming techniques, or information on quilting to
zero in on the appropriate accessions. Such an index
had long been contemplated and some attempts made to
establish one, but the staff was really waiting for
the time and resources to do the "perfect" subject
index.
Realizing
that
such circumstances were
unlikely to occur soon, the staff decided to go ahead
and see what could be done under less than ideal
conditions.
To begin the project, a survey was sent to
twenty-seven folklore and oral history programs to
see whether anyone else had developed that "perfect"
system.
Responses were received from twenty-one
programs, an excellent rate of return, especially
considering that the questionnaire was three pages
long and asked a number of fairly detailed questions.
The
participating
institutions
were nearly all
well-established ones.
They were chosen primarily
from Gary Shumway's 1971 directory, Oral History in
the
United
States,
thus
ensuring
that those
consulted were apt to have encountered and dealt with
the problems this project was attempting to address.
Large institutions, such as Columbia, were not
chosen, since differences of scale might make their
procedures inappropriate for use at NAFOH. Despite
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this decision, note was taken of their system, since
Columbia is the recognized leader in the field of
oral history.
The Columbia oral history program's
directory lists only 128 subject headings plus 92
special p5ojects under which its memoirs are cross
indexed.
An attempt was made to select a wide
variety of programs of various sizes, some associated
with historical societies, others with libraries or
universities, some in which the oral material was a
part of a larger body of materials, others that were
strictly devoted to oral history.
While the primary purpose of the questionnaire
was to determine whether anyone else had a good
subject
index
system which might be adaptable,
several other questions were also asked. Was the
archives
associated
with
a parent organization
(library, historical society, university, etc.)? How
adequate was the budget, and how large a staff did
they have? What was the nature of their collections?
And who were their principal users? This sort of
information would help in determining whether their
systems would be appropriate for use at the archives,
since
what might work for a library-based oral
history
collection with adequate staffing and a
generous budget might be wholly unsuitable for NAFOH.
Questions were included about what their general
accessioning procedures were, how they handled the
original tapes, and what they considered to be the
primary document--the tape or the transcript.
Of the twenty-one institutions that responded,
nineteen filled out the questionnaire, and two sent
only
samples
of
their indexes.
The following
information is based on those which returned the
questionnaire.
Like
NAFOH,
most
of
the
programs--fourteen,
in
fact--are affiliated with
universities, while two are part of state historical
societies, one of a state library, and one of a
privately endowed museum.
At eleven institutions,
the oral collections are part of a library and at
seven, part of a more general archives. Thus, only
four are, like NAFOH, separate archives specializing
in oral material only.

Of
those
who responded to the question on
funding, five receive state funds, in some cases as
part of the budget for a state historical society or
library; nine have university support; nine operate,
at least in part, on grants, fees, or donations; and
one has an endowment. Most of the programs which are
not affiliated either with a library or a larger
archives seem to run much as NAFOH does, with a
part-time
director, little support staff, and a
budget dependent on "soft money" or "whatever the
department considers adequate," which frequently is
not.
"More money, more help" was a plea made more
than once.
Overall, ten programs have part-time directors
and seven have full-time directors. Eight have one
or
more
full-time professional staff; six have
between
one
and three full-time nonprofessional
staff;
and
twelve
have work-study students or
interns, one with thirty to thirty-five of them and
the
rest
with less than ten.
Thus, with the
exception of some of the institutions where oral
material is but one part of a larger collection and,
therefore, receives only a portion of the attention
of one or two staff, only three of the programs
appear to function with as little staff as NAFOH.
While nearly all of the archives surveyed contain the
same sort of local history as NAFOH, only three have
the mix of history and folklore.
In size, the oral collections ranged from less
than 80 tapes at one major university facility, where
oral material constitutes a tiny portion of the
holdings, to 4,200 at another. In all, eight have
more than 1,000 tapes and five have less than 250.
NAFOH,
with 1,900 tapes, houses a comparatively
substantial collection, especially · in relation to
staff and funding levels.
Most
archives use a variety of interviewers
including students, faculty, staff, or other paid
interviewers and volunteers.
Four use only paid
interviewers and one uses only volunteers.
Most
provide
some
training
for
their interviewers,
although three require no training, and four use both
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trained and untrained interviewers. NAFOH asks all
interviewers, who are primarily students, to take a
training module.
This familiarizes them with the
recording
equipment,
with
basic
interviewing
techniques, and with methods for insuring that the
tapes, interview participants, and items, people and
places discussed on the tape are clearly identified.
Interviewers are also taught to process the tape into
the archives' standard format--a rough transcription,
somewhat condensed and paraphrased, which is called a
catalog,
to
the
confusion
of
all
much
4
librarians.
At NAFOH the tape ls considered to be the primary
document, and researchers are encouraged to refer to
it, using the catalog which includes tape counter
numbers as a rough guide to the contents and their
location.
This is also the thinking behind the TAPE
(Timed Access to Pertinent Excerpts) system developed
at the State Historical Society of Wisconsin. A
preservation master tape, containing the original
field recording and a pre-recorded time signal, is
made on 1.5 mil open reel tape. An abstract, briefly
describing the major topics covered, is then made
with the time of each noted. Thus, any sub~ect can
be quickly and precisely located on the tape.
Seven
of the programs surveyed consider the
primary
document
to be an edited, rather than
verbatim,
transcript--usually one which has been
edited by both the interviewer and interviewee. Four
out of these seven are library-based programs, and
their preference for this format may be due to its
compatibility with the other written material in
their institutions.
NAFOH staff prefers the tape,
feeling
that only the researcher himself should
choose the level of accuracy of transcription which
is appropriate for his work and that often the way in
which something is said may be a~ significant as the
factual content of the statement.
Most of the archives surveyed have personal name,
place name, and subject indexes, or a master index
which includes all of these. Only one indicated its
staff does little indexing, while three others report
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that they do not have a subject index. The rest
indicated that their subject index was the one most
used, which confirms its importance.
Among those who do index, the unit card format,
similar to those found in library card catalogs, is
the
most
common.
This
usually
includes the
interviewee's name, some biographical data, and an
indication of the basic subjects covered in the
interview.
Copies of this card are then filed under
the appropriate headings, that is, subjects, place
and personal names, etc. A different format is used
at NAFOH.
In personal and place name index files,
cards are headed with the name to be indexed. Then
the accession and page numbers where references to
that name appear are listed below. The advantage of
the latter system is that indexing is done to the
page
level
rather
than just the accession or
collection
level.
The
drawback
is
that
if
researchers wish more information on the general
contents of the accession, they must either go to the
accession itself or to the shelf list card, thus
adding a step to the process.
The answers to the section of the questionnaire
dealing with who was responsible for indexing offered
scant encouragement for NAFOH's hopes of developing a
system usable by work-study students, since thirteen
indicated
that
professional staff was primarily
responsible.
Only two said that nonprofessionals
also
indexed, while four reported that graduate
assistants or work-study students helped. Even those
institutions with no more staff than NAFOH said that
professional
staff
did the indexing.
This may
indicate a greater processing backlog than currently
exists at NAFOH.
It is clear that, especially with
subject indexing, the continuity of perspective on
the part of the indexer is helpful, but to date the
lack of permanent staff at NAFOH has made this
impossible to achieve.
The reported level of indexing varies widely. In
response to the question whether indexing was done
broadly (less than five citations per accession),
moderately (five to fifteen citations per accession),
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or in detail (even brief mention of subject cited),
five
checked
broad;
six, moderate; and seven,
detailed.
Of the seven which index in detail, six
use
professional
staff and one uses work-study
students.
This again offers scant encouragement for
hopes of finding a system which would permit indexing
subjects to a degree matching the detail of existing
archives personal and place name indexes and of using
work-study students to do so.
The crucial question in the survey, of course,
was does anyone else have that perfect system? Or
more specifically, how do they decide what to index?
Most seem to be doing much as the archives' staff did
in their initial attempts; they index whatever seems
to
be important.
This is the case for eleven
programs, while four work with an authority list and
index only what is on that list. Of these four, one
created
its own list, one used the Library of
Congress (LC) headings and two used modified LC based
lists, having found it necessary to add specialized
headings
or
to "bend" the LC categories.
The
archives using only the LC system and one of those
using a modified system are library-based. The staff
of the latter report that their library affiliation
in part led them to drop their previous hierarchical
indexing system in favor of "adapted library or
manuscript cataloging along with adapted Library of
Congress
subject
headings,"
but
nine
of the
library-affiliated archives continue to index their
subjects more or less arbitrarily without attempting
to be s~rictly compatible with the larger library
catalog.
A final survey question on who were the major
clients of the archives reveals a pattern similar to
that found at NAFOH.
Of the categories suggested,
students
and
the general public were the most
frequent users.
The experiences of others in the
field
confirm
the validity of NAFOH's original
intent.
Any system adopted should be usable not only
by trained professionals but by novice researchers as
well.
The survey results clearly indicate that no one

46

has a subject indexing system which could be readily
adopted by other institutions.
While many other
repositories of oral material are part of either
libraries or of more general archives, most programs,
especially those whi ch, like NAFOH, are separate
entities, run much the same. They all muddle through
with fluctuating staff and funding, devising their
own
systems
as best they can.
NAFOH compares
favorably with other archives of similar size. There
is no backlog of accessions, and with the exception
of
a subject index, accessions have been fully
indexed in a format readily usable by researchers for
many purposes.
But a subject index is, nonetheless,
definitely needed, as the responses of all those who
have one indicate.
While waiting for the responses to the survey,
some of the NAFOH staff began an experiment in
indexing
to
discover
what problems had to be
addressed in such work and to attempt to establish
some general criteria for what should be indexed and
how it should be done.
Professor Ives and two
graduate interns took a number of accessions, chosen
for their varied format and content (for example, a
collection of unconnected items of folklore, a life
history interview, and an interview on the technical
details of lumbering). Independently, each read the
catalog, transcript, or manuscript for the accession
and listed, with page numbers, all of the subjects
which seemed to justify indexing. They then met once
a week to compare notes and to try to come to a
consensus on what should be indexed and why.
The depth to which indexing should be done was a
continuing source of debate. Should even brief and
passing mention of a
subject be cited, as is the
case with personal and place name files? Should such
a
citation
be made only when some significant
information about the subject is conveyed? Or should
only the major topics of the whole accession be
indexed?
For purposes of this experiment, it was
decided to index to a depth nearly comparable with
existing files.
A card format compatible with those
files was also chosen, that is, subject heading at
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top, accession and page numbers where that subject is
mentioned listed below.
With this format thirteen
accessions,
with
a
total
of 552 pages, were
processed.
Four
hundred
ninety-two
individual
entries were made under 183 subject categories, with
nearly half as many "see" and "see also" cards
intermixed.
Many other questions and arguments arose during
the course of this work.
On some, agreement was
readily achieved. Others would be decided in one way
in one session and in another when the question next
arose.
Reference was often made to the LC headings,
but since there often was no appropriate heading for
the subject under discussion, new categories were
frequently
created.
The
indexers tried to be
consistent and to develop a rationale for what would
be indexed, in order to establish some rules and
guidelines that another indexer (for instance, that
future work-study student) might easily apply and
which would also make the material accessible to that
proverbial
amateur
researcher.
Like
all good
indexers, they tried to avoid the simplistic "What
can I list this under?" and to ask "What would a
researcher
who
wanted
to
find
this sort of
information look under?"
The question of indexing by genre was raised by
the inclusion of folklore in the collections. This
possibility was rejected since only folklorists could
use such an index and only a trained folklorist could
make it.
Then, how about jokes?
Should they be
indexed under the term jokes alone, or broken down
into
ethnic,
animal, political jokes?
Or even
further, into Irish, Franco-American, Polish, and
elephant, or bear jokes? Unable to come to agreement
on this, the staff decided to go with jokes for the
moment and to hope that in the future s~meone would
like to take this on as a special project.
Abstract
concepts
as
"neighboring"
or
"wintering", frequently mentioned by informants in
Maine,
also
provoked
much
discuss i on.
Ne ighbor i ng--in
the
sense
of being ne i ghborly,
looking out for and helping one's neighbor, as well
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as
in
the
sense
of
visiting
among
one's
neighbors--seemed to be a major thread in folklife
that
should be noted.
But would someone, some
researcher, come looking for such a heading as a
concept
apart
from
the people or place being
discussed?
At first the decision was no, but this
was
later
reversed.
Cross-referencing sometimes
solves such problems, but it is not always the
answer.
Obviously, more questions were raised by this
exercise
in indexing than were answered.
While
greater agreement was achieved by the end of the
project as to what each participant chose to index
under
what headings, a rationale that could be
clearly articulated was not always found. It was
easier to "do" than to "explain," and the decisions
made often seemed to be arbitrary. Again, this is an
argument for one person being responsible for subject
indexing so that at least there is some consistency
in the arbitrariness.
Basically,
the process described above--going
through the accession, deciding item by item what to
index
and
under what heading--may be the only
feasible one to use. The goal should be to develop
an authority list of subjects, to add to this list
only when absolutely necessary, to use LC subject
headings whenever possible, and to have a clear and
consistent rationale for each indexing decision.
The
overriding
purpose
of
any changes in
procedures at NAFOH is, of course, to make the
collections more accessible to researchers. To this
end,
a comprehensive subject index is certainly
essential.
But to create this index, as well as
simply to insure that the archives remains open on a
regular basis, additional funds for staffing are
needed.
Recent efforts have succeeded in getting
university
funding
for
one part-time assistant
archivist for one year.
This, however, is not a
long-term solution.
There are two possible approaches to obtaining
more
adequate
long-term funding, both of which
possess drawbacks as well as benefits. One is to
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become, like many other oral programs, part of the
university library or of a larger archives.
This
would
probably
mean
coming
under the special
collections section of the Fogler Library at UMO.
One concern with this option is that there is no
guarantee that the standards and methods that have
been established at NAFOH would be maintained, that
the collection's unique oral characteristics would
not get lost in a system which is geared to handling
written
material.
The greater resources of the
library could, however, ensure that at least some
consistent, dependable level of support was available
assuming, of course, that the library itself has the
necessary funds.
Grants
from
the federal government or from
private foundations form a significant part of the
budgets of many programs and are another possibility.
They are available for many types of projects which
would be compatible with the archives and could allow
expanded services.
While such grants are usually
awarded to carry out some specific project and not to
supply basic operational funds, funds can sometimes
be included for administration, supplies and even,
occasionally,
equipment.
Depending
on
grants
involves certain drawbacks, including the fact that
one must do what the granting agency wants done, not
necessarily what appears to the grantee to be the
project of greatest value. Also, much time must be
spent in the application process and in "servicing"
the grant (reports, bookkeeping, etc.) once it is
obtained.
Despite the drawbacks of both of these
approaches, greater stability of funding may well be
worth the price.
The second major conclusion, suggested by both
experience and the survey responses, is that subject
indexing should be done much more broadly than in the
experiment and that it should be done by permanent
professional staff.
Even if pursuit of the previous
recommendation
brought NAFOH an increased staff,
creating a subject index that would match existing
indexes in depth would be a very long-term project.
With the one part-time temporary assistant archivist
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now on the staff, it would be virtually impossible.
Since increased accessibility is the goal, it would
s e e~
better to adopt a system which would permit the
indexing of the major subjects in all accessions
within a reasonable length of time rather than to
choose one which would result in covering only a
small number in great detail.
The purpose of this indexing project was both to
learn how NAFOH's processes and procedures compared
with those of similar institutions and to establish a
basic subject-indexing system for the archives. The
results of the survey were most helpful to both
objectives, and implementation of the conclusions
reached as a result of this project has the potential
for greatly expanding the ability of the archives to
perform its primary tasks: collecting, preserving,
and disseminating the oral history and folklore of
New England and the Atlantic Provinces.

NOTES
1

What a library would call a card catalog, NAFOH
refers to as an index file. This terminology will be
retained for this article .

2

The Atlantic Provinces include Newfoundland and
is the correct designation for the broad area covered
by the collections at NAFOH. Maine and the Maritimes
(th°
Canadian
provinces
of
Nova
Scotia, New
Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island) are the more
specific focus, with the bulk of the collections
coming from New Brunswick and the Penobscot Valley in
Maine.

3

Elizabeth B. Mason and Louis M. Starr, eds.,
The Oral History Collection of Columbia University,
(New York: Oral History Program,1979), xx-xxiii.

4

NAFOH, unlike most of the programs surveyed,
generally requires that all tapes be transcribed or
cataloged
by
the
interviewer
before they are
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accessioned.
5

Dale Treleven, "A Brief Description of the TAPE
Drexel Library Quarterly
15 (October
System,"
1979): 77.

6

See Willa Baum,
Transcribing and Editing Oral
History (Nashville: American Association for State
and Local History, 1977), for perhaps the definitive
discussion of this method of presenting oral history.
See also Cullom Davis, Kathryn Buck, and Kay MacLean,
Oral
History:
From
Tape
to Type,
(Chicago:
American Library Association, 1977). Edward D. Ives
provides a description of transcribing with minimal
editing in
The Tape Recorded Interview: A Manual
for Field Workers in
Folklore and
Oral History
(Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press 1980).

7

Many
of
the
programs
which
use
edited
transcripts
create
a
detailed
index for each
collection
which is stored with the transcript,
especially if it is bound. This provides the depth
of indexing found in NAFOH's card files and is an
excellent first step in creating the more general, to
accession
level, indexing usually found in card
catalogs.
See Baum,
Transcribing and Editing Oral
History, and Davis, et al, From Tape to Type , for
excellent
discussions
of this type of indexing
process.
Both works also cover the techniques and
questions pertinent to choosing subject headings for
card catalogs.
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DOCUMENTATION STRATEGIES FOR THE NATIONAL
LEGISLATURE *
William W. Moss
Many institutions and professional associations
share a common interest in the survival of a useful
record of the United States Congress, the national
legislature.
Historians, the Library of Congress
(LC),
the
National
Archives
and
Records
Administration
(NARA),
the
Society of American
Archivists (SAA), political scientists, and indeed
the Congress itself, all share a need, and it is
hoped a desire, for an accurate and comprehensive
record of the significant activities of the national
legislature and its members. These several "parties
at interest," however, have tended to work in a
piecemeal
fashion,
without common standards and
certainly without a common strategy.
It is even
sometimes difficult to convince some of the parties
at interest that their concerns are shared. His-

*

The views expressed are the author's own and
should not be attributed to the Society of American
Archivists, the National Archives and ' Records Administration, the Smithsonian Institution, nor the
John F. Kennedy Library, all of whom the author has
been associated with, one way or another, in work on
the papers of U.S. Senators and Congressmen.
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committee
staffs, congressional records
torians,
and National Archives staff often find
keepers,
in adversarial confrontation, or else
themselves
avoiding and evading each other over information and
bits of paper.
Where then should the planning begin? It should
be obvious, even to the casual observer, that any
strategy
for
documentation
of
the
nat i onal
legislature requires a dual focus. One focus is the
actions
of
Congress and its constituent bodies
(committees,
offices,
etc.).
These actions are
documented, for the most part, i n official records.
The other focus is the actions of indivi dual members,
ge~trally
best
documented
in
the
records of
i ndividual offices which are called congressional
papers,
whether
from
the
Senate or House of
Representatives.
Any strategy for ensuring adequate
and
comprehensive
survival of a record of the
national legislature must focus on both, and the
solution must integrate the i nformation about the
sources and about access by the research public.
What is this comprehensive record? In fact, it
is not so neatly defined as the two broad targets
above may suggest. The reality is much more complex,
with several overlapping components. Among these the
following may be identified:
Official institutional records. These include
the plenary and committee records of each house
required to be kept by law and, in due course,
transferred to the National Archives. They include
the
Congressional Record and its several stages of
evolution, committee reports, congressional reports,
resolutions,
"slip laws," and other such formal
records. Much of this is publ i shed and in librar i es.
Quasi-official
records.
Records of ad
hoc
combinations
of
legislators i n caucuses, clubs,
committees, and the like are often generated and
disposed of whimsically because they do not fit in
any of the conventional patterns of organization.
Thr>y may i nclude records of congress i onal off i ces
such as the Speaker of the House, whose "records"
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may, and often do, wind up in the personal papers of
thP. incumbent.
Congressional
papers.
The
records of the
personal
offices
of
individual
senators
and
representatives
are,
by tradition, the personal
property of the incumbent and may be disposed of by
them or by their heirs as they see fit. Unlike many
other public offices, which continue no matter who
occupies the office, the records of these offices end
with the term of the incumbent and are personal
property.
Furthermore, files of staff members may,
by tacit or explicit agreement, be retained by staff
members as their own personal property apart from the
papers of the principal. (This occurs most often in
highly decentralized office staffs and least often in
highly
centralized
staffs
where
the principal
exercises tight personal control and demands strong
personal loyalty from the staff.)
Personal
papers of
incumbents.
Papers and
other materials relating to the lives and careers of
senators, representatives, and their principal staff
assistants outside of the official or quasi-official
work of the legislature (chiefly before or after
congressional careers) are all clearly personal and
private
records,
disposable entirely at private
interest.
They
may,
and
often
do,
contain
significant
antecedents
or
postscripts
to
congressional
service.
They
frequently contain
canuid
reflections seldom found in official and
quasi-official records of either the institution or
the constituent personal offices.
Records of interest groups. The records
of
lobbies
and
other
interest
groups working to
influence the course of legislation are the corporate
property of the parent organization and disposable as
such.
They are sometimes, but hardly with any
consistency, preserved in the organization's archives
or donated to appropriate repositories. They often
contain
essential
information
on
the
factors
affecting legislation, hearings, and other activities
of the Congress.
Records of the executive branch. Records
of
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departments and agencies and the records of each
presidency (another case in which the off ice and
records terminate simultaneously) contain information
relating to the national legislature and to services
rendered
to
members
of Congress and to the i r
constituents.
These are public records, and they are
disposed of according to law and regulations and
according to the appraisal and disposal policies and
decisions of NARA. The more historically valuable of
these materials are scheduled for transfer to the
National Archives.
Other
documentation.
The broader body
of
published reports and studies of Congress in print,
microform,
and
other
media, including national
newspapers, radio and television, magazines, books,
oral history interviews, and the like are often found
eit~~r
in
copyright publications or in private
collections, including libraries and archives.
The foregoing classification suggests a possible
range of components of an adequate record of the
national
legislature.
It
also
suggests
its
complexity.
The two broad targets (official and
personal records) are not always mutually exclusive.
Useful records pertaining to one of the several
categories listed above may very well be found in a
group
of
records
properly
classed in another
category.
Any strategy to capture and preserve a
comprehensive and adequate record must cover all of
the components.
The location of the records and
documentation "captured" for use must be catalogued,
and the contents must be cross-referenced in order to
assure that users have opportunity for comprehensive
access.
There are also problems.
Just as the record,
broadly defined, is complex, so the problem, broadly
defined, is complex. A number of factors combine to
frustrate
orderly
and systematic production and
preservation of a full and accurate record of the
national legislature.
A consensus as to what records are significant
and what records are not significant is lacking.
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Archi vists
can
recognize
a clearly significant
record, and most can agree on the triviality of a
clearly
insignificant
record.
In between these
extremes
is a great deal of unsatisfactory and
inconclusive debate.
The survival or destruction of
any given record may be uncertain, depending on whim
or the amount of storage space a given custodian can
afford at any given time. This produces uneven and
unsystematic
survival
across the whole body of
records.
Most significant records will probably
survive;
there
are
those who may argue that
economies of storage space and other resources may be
as valid and as useful a selective process as the
subjective bias of an archivist or historian in
deciding the survival of the record. There is no
consensus,
however, on how far to carry public
responsibility--rationally def ined--in assuring the
survival
of a comprehensive record, deliberately
designed
to
meet
the
needs
of the
future.
Nonetheless, archivists (if not historians) need, as
a
practical
matter
of
daily
decisions, some
professional
assurance that some records may be
disposed of by consensus without impoverishing the
record and that what is saved does meet consensus
criteria of enduring value that will receive resource
support.
It
is
unlikely
that
there
will ever be
comfortable unanimity, but it should be possible to
have a study done (at congressional expense, of
course) to analyze the contents of several typical
kinds of filing systems to identify those files that
are susceptible to disposal without impoverishing the
record, those that are susceptible to sampling and
disposal (and what the sampling criteria should be),
and the proportion that needs to be saved to assure
understanding of the phenomena the disposed records
represent.
Not only would the resultant selection be
richer for historians, but the volume of material
would be greatly reduced, enabling repositories to
handle more discrete bodies of pa~ers across the
whole range of legislative activities.
The distinction between what is public and what
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is private also lacks clarity and precision. There
are many occasions in which ostensibly public records
may be secured in private or partisan custody, at
least for a time, for what appear in the immediate
political climate to be good and sufficient reasons.
This may occur, for instance, at times of partisan
changes in majority control of committees, when one
party may be reluctant to permit access to sensitive
files by the "loyal opposition."
This problem is
unlikely to be solved completely. Even a nonpartisan
civil service of records keepers can be evaded and
avoided or subject to partisan and personal pressure
to protect parties at interest from hostile raids on
files by opponents.
Congress
itself
can
begin to improve this
situation, and the Senate Historical Office has done
some fine work here, in better defining the requisite
contents of the official record and by providing some
interim safeguards against hostile and partisan use
of
records for a period of time after control
changes.
Congress can also encourage preservation of
quasi-official
and
personal
records bearing on
national
legislation by making information about
opportunities for deposit in archives and libraries
available to senators, representatives, and staff
members
and
by
generous
assistance in making
decisions and transfers under conditions of sound
archival control.
Senators and representatives can
be encouraged early in their careers to designate a
repository for their papers.
Thus, by covering both ends of the spectrum, the
pu~lic
and private, the chances of preserving an
adequate
record
would
be
improved,
and
the
distinction between public and private would decline
in significance compared with preservation of the
whole record.
There is a lack of consistency in filing systems
and records keeping practices in Congress, making
administrative
and
intellectual
grasp
of
the
comprehensive record difficult. Many filing systems
are created and maintained at whim, or on the basis
of immediate need, rather than from careful analysis
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of organization, function, communications patterns,
and information needs.
Congress needs to make more
of an investment in records analysis and management
on the front-end, so that model file organizations,
procedures for dealing with multimedia records, and
records disposition schedules are in place for all
official records and that models are available and
strongly
advised
for
quasi-official
offices,
caucuses,
and
personal
offices.
Workshops and
training sessions for new office staffs should be
held on a regular basis, with particular emphasis on
the
first
year of each new Congress.
Records
management off ices in the off ices of the secretary of
the Senate and the clerk of the House should review
records-keeping practices and advise modifications,
standards,
and procedures for the keeping of a
complete and integral record. While standard filing
systems need not be employed universally, there ought
to
be
sufficient
similarity from committee to
coM&ittee and office to office that reference is
fairly predictable in its patterns and procedures.
Archivists
and
congressional staff know too
little
about
each
other's
requirements
and
limitations.
Most archivists have a good liberal
education and know one end of Congress from the
other, but however adept they are at unravelling
confused
filing
systems
and
restructuring
disorganized masses of records, they require a better
understanding of the operating details of the modern
Congress and its staff systems and records-keeping
procedures.
Similarly, office and committee staff
members,
preoccupied
with current deadlines and
issues, are often unable to correct inadequate filing
practices in order to benefit their own information
retrieval needs, much less to improve them for the
benefit of archival management and future use by
historians.
It is often difficult to convey to busy
operating
staff the time, energy, and resources
needed to "straighten things up later" or to find
things
in
filing
systems that are essentially
disorganized
and unfamiliar.
Lack of continuing
liaison
and
cooperation
between archivists and
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operating staffs in the Congress makes for quick,
last minute
decisions
under
pressure and of ten
produces results that are unsatisfactory for all
concerned.
Snap decisions taken at the time of a
change in Congress, a change in partisan control, or
a change in incumbency, are often taken by harassed
staff
members
according to intuitive and often
ar~t~ic
criteria of a narrow and parochial character.
For their part, archivists, in order to maximize the
chances for preserving the important material, use a
"vacuum cleaner approach" and take everything in
sight, leaving the job of appraisal and sorting to
the future, much to their later regret and dismay.
Early and continuing liaison between archivists
and
congressional
staff
is
essential
to the
preservation
and
management of a good
record.
Congress should bring in archivists, from both the
National Archives and from private repositories, to
be part of periodic workshops for staff members. It
should
provide
allowances
for
senators
and
representatives to bring archivists from designated
repositories to Washington to gain experience in
staff organization and procedures and to work out
mutually
acceptable
avenues of cooperation with
personal office staffs.
Some of this has begun to
happen, but it should become the rule rather than the
exception.
The SAA, at its periodic meetings in
Washington,
should
conduct
workshops
for
congressional staff personnel, and Congress should
conduct workshops for archivists in the workings of
committees
and staffs.
Additional personnel and
resources should be provided to the National Archives
(beyond the present emphasis on preservation) for a
strong legislative records staff, making continuing
li~ison
with
Congress
a
prime
objective and
encouraging
the
arrangement
and description of
congressi2nal
records
deposited in the National
Archives.
Congress
could
and
should fund and
disseminate finding aids for official records and
catalogs of the location, contents, and accessibility
of personal and org~nizational papers that complement
the official record.
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Finally, the constitutional separation of powers
makes it difficult for the National Archives (even
after
independence
from
the
General
Services
Administration)
to
play
an
effective role in
monitoring
the creation and preservation of the
records of the national legislature. Tradition and
practical daily tensions between the executive branch
and the legislative branch, even when both are led by
the same party, tend to make the task of the National
Archives extremely difficult and have jeopardized the
regular
transfer
of legislative records to the
archives on schedule. The National Archives, through
its placement, is a creature of the executive branch
and,
therefore, constitutionally inappropriate to
exercise control over the records of Congress, or at
least unsuitable and inconvenient as an instrument of
congressional
records
management.
Although
an
increased role for the National Archives is both
desirable
and
in
keeping
with
the statutory
responsibilities of that esteemed institution, it is
unlikely to be able to fulfill such a role to the
extent required for a good, survivable record of the
national legislature.
One radical solution to this particular problem
that should be considered seriously--although it will
likely prove impractical--is to create at least four
separate national archives instead of the present
unitary
central
archives.
The
constitutional
separation
of government institutions into three
separate branches argues for each branch having its
own archives.
Yet, the passage of time and the need
to integrate the national record on particular issues
and events argue for a unitary archives. These two
requirements could be met in a complex arrangement of
four archives, but they would require some sort of
overall policy direction and authority to assure
consistency
in
application
of
sound
archival
principles and management.
What might such a system look like? Figure 1
shows an outline of what it might be. The following
discussion describes each level of organization and
its
responsibilities.
This discussion is hardly
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exhaustive, and perhaps should not be, since it is
but a suggestion to provoke further thought and
deliberation.
In
quick summary, overall responsibility for
oversight might be vested in a National Archives and
Records
Board of Trustees, who would select an
archivist of the United States to direct a National

Archives

and

Records Admtnistration (which ts not to

be confused with the newly independent agency of the
same
name).
Subordinate
to the archivist and
directed by him are a National Historical Archives
and Museum and a National Document Conservation and
Information
Management
Center.
Subject to the
st:\11dards and policies set by the archivist and
appointed by him might be three branch archivists,
directing
the
National
Executive Archives, the
Congressional Archives, and the National Judicial
Archives respectively, each with appropriate records
centers and agency archives or records offices.
How might such a system work?
This requires
description from the bottom up, to complement the
overall system description given in the figure.
Each house of Congress, the Supreme Court, each
district court (for itself and for the court of
appeals system), and each department or agency of the
executive branch, including the executive office of
the president, would under the system outlined have
either a
records office,
an archives, or both,
depending on the size and complexity of the parent
organization.
The functions of these might vary as
appropriate, but they might include some or all of
the following:
Providing
records
management and information
management
advice
to
agency leadership and
operating offices based on guidance issued by the
National Archives and Records Administration;
Conducting surveys and making analyses of agency
information
systems and records-keeping practices,
including records creation, forms, filing
systems,
information
retrieval systems,
etc., based on the background of experience and
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guidance provided by NARA;
Designing systems for information management and
records management to serve the immediate needs
of the agency and to ensure a complete and
adequate record of assured integrity based on
criteria promulgated by NARA;
Providing
centralized
records
storage
and
retrieval for paper, film, magnetic tape, and
other forms, and for inactive records that must
be retained for reference but are not needed
immediately to hand by operating offices;
Providing microf orm copying of records and other
records and data reduction services according to
standards set by NARA;
Performing disposal of records as permitted by
records schedules negotiated with NARA;
Providing
research
and
reference
service,
retrieval, and reproduction services on records
in response to staff requests, including public
information services as directed by the agency
head;
Preparing
and
publishing
of
administrative
histories
and
other
special
histories and
summaries
of
events,
topics,
issues,
and
developments
significant
to
the
agency or
required by agency staff, including, perhaps, the
agency's annual report;
Working with the specific operating offices and
the branch archives and NARA to prepare general
and specific records schedules for the retention
and disposal of records so as to best meet the
needs of operating offices and also assure a
record of lasting value;
Performing

preliminary
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appraisal,

arrangement,

and
description, preservation work, microform
copying, digital data reduction, etc., for agency
records, according to standards and criteria set
by NARA;
Advising operating offices on the standards and
specifications for in-office equipment intended
to produce records of lasting value;
Preparing finding aids, catalogs, and general
guides
to
the records of the agencies and
associated
materials
according to forms and
standards prescribed by NARA;
Conducting,
recording,
history interviews with
and,

and
preserving
oral
pivotal staff members;

Performing other such functions as appropriate to
encourage the making and keeping of a complete
and accurate record.
In
this
scheme, these agency level records
offices or archives are crucial to the success of the
whole
plan.
They must receive substantial and
effective guidance for standards and policy from the
central archival administration, but they should be
administratively responsible to and supported by the
parent
agencies.
A close working relationship
between these offices and the operating offices of
the agency must be balanced by an equally close
working relationship between them and the branch
archives for their respective branches, particularly
in the executive branch where the number of such
offices would be much larger than in the other two
branches of government.
records centers
are one more step further
The
removed from the operating offices they serve. Each
branch archives would operate one or more records
centers in convenient and economical locations for
consolidated dense storage of lnactve records from
several agencies having similar storage and reference
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requirements or disposal schedules.
The principal
purpose of such centers would be the inexpensive,
long-term
storage
of inactive records that are
destined for destruction or for further appraisal or
for
scheduled transfer to the branch
archives.
Transfers
to
records centers would be made on
schedules negotiated between the branch archives and
the
local
agency
archivist or records officer
according
to
policy guidance from the National
Archives and Records Administration and according to
thP. operational needs of the offices concerned. The
Congressional Records Center could also serve as
interim storage for the personal papers of senators
and representatives prior to transfer to designated
repositories.
Records centers need not but could be
designed
to provide some modest arrangement and
description
functions,
some
data reduction and
microform
copying,
and
other
similar archival
functions.
They would, of course, provide such
reference service as needed by offices of origin and
by the general public under prevailing laws and
regulations.
A single center might suffice for the
Congress.
The executive branch, however, might need
two or more in the national capitol area so that
specialized records such as those of a national
security classified nature or those of a privacy
nature (such as tax records) might be housed in
separate
facilities
and
administered
without
confusion
with other less sensitive records.
A
records center for the judiciary is perhaps less
obvious a need because the volume of material can
probably be handled by the basic level archives or
records offices, and the interim stage of a records
center may not be needed. The records centers should
be under the administrative control of and supported
by the respective branches, but the center directors
should
be
appointed by and responsible to the
arrtdvist of the United States in matters of archival
policy and execution of archival functions. Other
center
staff should be appointed by the branch
archivist.
Each
branch archives
should be headed by a
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deputy
archivist
of
the
United States.
That
archivist would be appointed by the archivist of the
United
States
and
responsible to him for all
operations and functions of that branch archives,
which should be administratively subordinate to the
National Archives and Records Administration. There
should be a statutory requirement that all federal
records
thirty
years
old
or older should be
transferred
from
local
repositories
to
the
appropriate
branch
archives.
Records could, of
course,
be
transferred
earlier
through mutual
agreement, but exceptions that extend the retention
of records in offices, agency records offices, or
records centers require specific statutory authority
for the exception in each case. The branch archives
would function as the principal archives for that
branch of government and would perform most of the
basic archival functions. One of its most important
functions would be to appraise records and determine
which ought to be retained in original form for their
intrinsic value and which might be retained only in
microform or electronic storage. The branch archives
should provide the full range of reference services,
including development of descriptive finding aids and
cataloging data bases, all according to forms and
st~11dards
established by the National Archives and
Records Administration for application throughout the
branch archives.
An added function of these branch
archives might be the preparation of the periodic
public record of that branch's activities (such as the
Federal Register,
the
Congressional Record,
the
court calendar, etc.).
Each branch archives might
also have a special research service, comparable to
that
of
the
Library of Congress, specifically
designed to answer the needs of the branch being
served.
The
National Historical Archives and Museum in
this scheme would be the repository of all federal
records over fifty years old. This should be assured
by statutory requirement and authority vested in the
archivist of the United States. Earlier transfers by
agreement could, of course, take place, but any
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extensions to the fifty-year retention term should be
by
specific
statutory
exception.
The
deputy
archivist for the National Historical Archives should
be appointed by the archivist of the United States
and responsible to him administratively and for all
archival matters.
In addition to the full range of
basic archival functions, the National Historical
Archives and Museum would have a program of exhibits,
educational outreach, and publication of significant
historical
records
in
various forms, including
facsimile and microform.
This historical archives
should also operate several regional archives and
museums, which might be located with regional records
centers and which might incorporate into their system
the existing presidential libraries concept in some
fashion.
There might also be in this scheme a National
Document
Conservation
and Information Management
Center
devoted to the research and development of
conservation methods and techniques for a wide range
of records media and for the research and development
of information storing and handling services in a
wide
range
of
photographic,
mechanical,
and
electronic
forms.
This center should have, in
addition to the research and development side a
practical service side, from which federal archival
units
and others could obtain such services as
document
restoration,
mass
fumigation,
mass
deacidification, microform copying, optical-digital
scanning and storage, photographic processing, and
other
technical
services.
It
would
not
be
inappropriate for a national institute for records
conservation
and
information
management
to be
attached to such a center. This would bring together
both the theoretical and practical laboratories of
the field in a way so as to enrich the archives of
the future.
The
National
Archives
and
Records
Administration
(which, again, is not to be confused
with the newly independent agency of the same name)
would be the policy development and executive agency
for all archival and records management functions
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throughout
the
entire
federal government.
Its
functions would be to devise and implement standards
and
regulations and other policy and procedural
guidance,
oversight
and
inspection
of
the
implementation of policies and procedures, and other
similar
comprehensive
development
and
control
functions to the four main archives and, through
them, to the other component units of the system.
The archivist of the United States, who should direct
this new agency, would be in all senses the chief
records officer and archivist of the entire federal
establishment.
He
would be responsible to and
appointed by a
National Archives and Records Board
of Trustees, broadly representative of the three
branches of government at the highest levels. His
responsibility would be to devise plans and implement
programs
to ensure the survival of an adequate
national
record,
including
the records of the
national legislature.
The exact relations between
the board and the archivist will require some thought
and further examination, but the board should have
authority
for oversight and periodic review and
approval of new developments and departures from
established patterns of activity.
The term of the
archivist should be protected from the normal rhythm
of elective politics by establishing it at an initial
seven or ten-year term with renewal for perhaps five
or seven years at the pleasure of the board.
This proposal takes things far beyond the initial
purpose of this paper, to consider strategies for
documenting the national legislature. It also goes
far beyond anything existing or contemplated for the
present National Archives and Records Administration.
Much of what is offered here may prove impractical,
and some of it undoubtedly may appear naive or at
least
unschooled
to those closer to the daily
necessities, but without such visions there can be no
critical thought or development. This essay--visionary
and utopian though it may be--may spark some discussion and thought to produce improvements here and
there in both the legislative record
and the record
of the entire federal government.
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Hypothetical Outline of a Four Archives System
National Archives and Records Board of Trustees
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NOTES
1

Karen D. Paul,
Records Management Handbook for
United States Senators and their Repositories, U.S.
Senate Bicentennial Publication #2 (Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1985).
2

Since the original preparation of this article,
the National Archives and Records Administration has
upgraded the legislative effort to division status
and has increased the staff.
Again, the Senate
Historical Office must be credited with creating a
framework
of
expectations
that encouraged this
development.

3

See also
Kathryn
A.
Jacob, ed. ,
Guide to
Collections
of
Former
United
States
Senators,
1789-1982,
U.S.
Senate
Bicentennial
Publication
#1 (Washington, DC:
U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1983), and its supplement.
Re~tarch
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REVIEWS, CRITIQUES, AND ANNOTATIONS
Records
Management
Handbook
for United
States
Senators and Their Repositories. By Karen Dawley
Paul.
Washington:
U.S.
Senate
Bicentennial
Publication #2 (S. Pub. 99-4), 1985. Pp. viii, 130.
Forms,
appendices,
bibliography.
Paper, single
issues available without cost from the United States
Senate Historical Office, Washington, D.C. 20510.
The
Senate Historical Office, acting on the
unanimous
recommendation
of
250
historians,
archivists, and congressional staff members attending
the
1978
Conference
on
the Research Use and
Disposition of Senators' Papers, has produced this
valuable handbook. Written by archivist Karen Dawley
Paul of the Senate Historical Office, this volume is
filled
with
information
that staff members in
senators' offices and archival repositories will find
useful.
The papers created in the office of each United
States Senator are the personal property of the
individual
senator; whereas, official records of
Senate
committees and of the Senate itself are
federal records.
Since senators' papers can be rich
resources for the study of history and politics on
the
local,
regional,
and national levels, the
informed administration and disposition of senators'
papers
is
clearly
an
important issue and an
ever-growing problem.
This handbook does much to
clarify many of the issues and questions surrounding
the creation, use, and control of records in · a
senator's office.
Chapters in the handbook describe
files
maintenance and disposition, micrographics,
files
management
techniques,
subject files and
subject indexing, discarding materials, and courtesy
records storage.
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A particularly useful chapter, "The Management
and
Disposition
of
Automated
Records," brings
together invaluable information about the centralized
automated
systems
available
to
senators
for
correspondence and information management and about
decentralized
office
automation
systems,
which
require
knowledge of administration of automated
systems,
inventory of automated records, and an
understanding of system documentation and products.
In this chapter, as throughout the handbook and its
appendices,
sample
forms,
reports,
documents,
glossaries,
lists,
extracts
from
laws, and a
bibliography complement the narrative.
The final chapter, "Donating a Collection of
Senator's Papers," discusses selecting a repository,
negotiating the legal instruments of deposit and
gift, transferring the records, and applying the tax
legislation which affects such a transaction. While
the title of the handbook indicates that its intended
audience
includes
both
senators
and
their
repositories, this chapter and others are written
more from the perspective of the senator's office
than from the perspective of the archival repository.
This is not a serious limitation on the usefulness of
the handbook, however, because themes such as the
long-term
preservation
of senators' papers, the
integration of records management and archives into a
single program in the office, and the relationship
between
senators' offices and their repositories
recur throughout the handbook.
Although the handbook's discussion culminates in
the decision to donate a senator's papers to a
repository, this decision really marks the beginning
of a repository's work with a senator's papers. This
handbook could serve as a developmental tool for a
repository wishing to educate its staff and improve
its
facilities
and programs in preparation for
soliciting or acquiring a senator's papers, and it
could also help a repository measure whether or not
it is capable of handling such a collection. In
addition,
this
handbook
could be an important
resource during the processing of a senator's papers.
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The Senate Historical Office has indeed provided
senators and their repositories with an extremely
useful and practical publication. While portions of
this handbook may also be helpful in working with the
papers of members of the House, it is hoped that the
recently established Off ice of the Bicentennial of
the House of Representatives will be able to produce
a companion work, placing in proper context many of
these same principles and techniques as they apply to
the creation, use, and control of records in a
representative's office.
Virginia J.H. Cain
Emory University

Archives & Manuscripts:
Machine-Readable Records.
By
Margaret
L. Hedstrom.
Chicago:
Society of
American Archivists, 1984.
A volume in the Basic
Manual Series.
Pp. 75. Forms, photographs, charts,
glossary,
bibliography.
Paper,
$6.00
to SAA
members, $8.00 to others from Society of American
Archivists,
600
South
Federal St., Suite 504,
Chicago, IL 60605.
Computers have come to play a large role in the
daily activities of government agencies, educational
institutions,
business
organizations,
and
even
private individuals.
As a significant by-product of
this
development, the records--vital as well as
trivial--created on these machines pose a problem for
the archivist and records manager responsible for
their long-term storage and final disposition. While
there has been to date little effort, at least among
archivists,
to
address the serious professional
challenges raised by the advent of machine-readable
"fonds," there are signs of growing interest and
concern.
It was, therefore, with some excitement that
archivists anticipated the release of Margaret L.
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Hedstrom's
new
work,
Archives
& Manuscripts:
Machine-Readable
Records.
Hedstrom
has already
established herself as a trailblazer in the field
through her work for the Wisconsin State Historical
So~iety
and as an active member of the Automated
Records and Techniques Task Force of the Society of
American Archivists (SAA). Indeed, over the past few
years, the author has offered a number of innovative
workshops dealing with the management, appraisal, and
processing of machine-readable archives. Given this
record
of
achievement,
one
would
expect the
distillation of her expertise in this brief volume to
be a rewarding educational experience. Hedstrom does
not disappoint in any respect.
Archives
&
Manuscripts:
Machine-Readable
Records
is
well
organized, comprehensive, and
effective.
It is an excellent introduction for those
with only a limited understanding of computers and
machine-readable data, but it also serves well as a
refresher for those already at work in the field. As
the author points out in her preface, "Although
archivists need skills, experience, and confidence to
manage machine-readable records, existing archival
techniques provide a firm foundation for handling
these
records."
Rather
than repeat recognized
standard operating procedures, Hedstrom, therefore,
concentrates
her
efforts
in
exploring
those
particular
principles
and
practices
that
set
computer-generated
records apart from paper-based
"fonds."
To achieve these ends, the author has organized
her volume into three major sections. The first,
entitled "An Introduction to Computers and Automated
Record Keeping," introduces the reader to computer
technology, that is, systems hardware and software,
and
the machine-readable record in a brief and
painless fashion.
Her comments on the record types
encompassed within the life cycle of computerized
information systems are of particular interest. Here
she succinctly sorts the morass into either textual
or
machine-readable
records
related
to input,
processing, output, or documentation.
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The second sectlon of the volume discusses "The
Arrangement and Storage of Machine-Readable Records."
This particular subject is troublesome because it
employs many of the same terms used in reference to
traditional archival records but uses those terms to
refer to different things.
Hedstrom balances her
narrative here with a number of extremely effectlve
graphic and photographic representations. By the end
of her disquisition, she clears all of the confusion
away.
The
author's third section examines the
"Management
and
Preservation of Machine-Readable
Records" with a conslderable amount of practical
advice drawn from her own firsthand experiences. Her
coverage includes a review of lnventory techniques,
appraisal,
scheduling,
accessioning, maintenance,
description, and reference services.
Hedstrom
concludes with a discussion of new
office technologies and how they will influence the
creation of records in the future and, hence, the
re~~onsibilities
of the archivist.
This essay is
followed by a glossary and a brief bibliography
arranged
by
subject.
All in all,
Archives &
Manuscripts:
Machine-Readable
Records
is
a
remarkably concise and informative work.
It ls a
tribute to lts author for all of her noble labors- and
to the SAA for recognizing the pressing need to
direct the archival profession toward greater efforts
in
the area of computer-generated archives.
As
Hedstrom herself points out, "This manual encourages
archivists to confront the challenges of machine-readable records." Let us hope that archivists everywhere
heed her message.
Richard M. Kesner
Multibank Financial Corporation

Automation
for
Archivists and Records Managers:
Planning and Implementation Strategies. By Richard
M. Kesner.
Chicago:
American Library Association,
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1984.
Pp. xii, 223.
Figures, appendix,
bibliography, index. Paper, $27.50.

notes,

Richard Kesner's book is a methodical tool for
dealing with the automation of libraries, archives,
historical societies, or government repositories and
for handling the acquisition of automated records.
Mu~h
of
the book repeats what the author has
presented previously in workshops and seminars at
annual meetings of the Society of American Archivists
and
elsewhere.
Recent
trends in the archival
profession belie some of Kesner's assumptions, which
were made as the book was being assembled over a year
ago.
Yet, in some ways his model serves as a
timeless
approach
to the adoption of automated
techniques
by
archivists
and records managers,
particularly for local systems within an institution.
Though
a glossary is not provided, computer
terminology
is explained initially in a chapter
titled
"EDP
Options."
Some
explanations,
particularly
for
operating
systems,
include
misleading assertions that show the author's lack of
familiarity with 16-bit technology. In addition, the
index is not elaborate enough for the reader to find
quickly
a
definition
of
all
terms
used.
Nevertheless, the chapter serves as an appropriate
introduction to concepts.
The strength of the work lies in the presentation
of realistic strategies for computer applications in
a
variety of archival settings.
The reader is
provided with a myriad of charts, matrices, and
sample
forms as aids in applying automation to
archives.
His dictum to build from the simplest of
automation tasks, word processing for example, seems
p~1uent
as does his advocacy for a planning team
composed of people having a variety of interests~
Though each type of software is linked by Kesner to
one or more appropriate archival functions, more
references to specific software features needed by
archivists, such as variable length fields, would have
been helpful in evaluating "off-the-shelf" commercial
software.
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Using
such concepts as "need assessment," a
current buzz word in the profession, Kesner imposes a
business or public administration perspective upon
archivists and records managers as a means of meeting
the challenge of a new technological age. According
to Kesner, those information providers who do not
take up the challenge are doomed to nonprofessional
status, because patrons will look elsewhere if one
reference group does not meet their demands for the
benefits of automation. Although Kesner believes too
little automation has occurred in archives, a flurry
of activity occurred the year the book was released.
Automation is presented by the author in a very
positive manner as a problem solver. While Kesner
advocates scheduling of procurement, staff training,
and other parts of the automation plan during the
implementation stage, he encourages flexibility as a
hedge against unforeseen developments. However, he
provides little, if any, discussion of staff reaction
to
automation,
possible health hazards, or the
displacement of positions associated with automation
in a library environment. Without some attention to
the negative aspects of automation, the reader gets
an unbalanced picture.
In looking to the future, Kesner cautiously predicts a continued need for paper as a reference, if
not storage, medium. He also sees an expanding role
for computer output microfilm and optical storage.
Despite a valiant effort by the National Information
Systems Task Force, he judges that an "automated universal finding aid" is unlikely to develop. Those who
are pushing for the adoption of the USMARC archives
and manuscripts format will find Kesner's statement
disheartening. At the heart of this viewpoint is
Kesner's admitted bias toward micro and minicomputers
and against mainframe computers, the mainstay of
networks. This unbridled opinion may suffice for local systems, Kesner's forte, but telecommunications,
which Kesner sees as important for the future, will
require planning for standards in sharing information.
Glen McAninch
University of Kentucky Libraries
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Guide to Records in the National Archives of the
United
States
Relating
to
American
Indians.
Compiled by Edward E. Hill. Washington: National
Archives
and Records Service, 1981. Pp. xiii, 467.
Index.
$15.00 from the National Archives, P.O. Box
37066, Washington, D.C. 20013.
With
the
increase of scholarly interest in
American ethnic groups, more attention is being paid
to the American Indian.
Considerable unpublished
documentation
exists in the country's libraries,
archives, and historical societies for the study of
the American Indian, but for the most part, it has
remained inaccessible. Many scholars and researchers
are unaware of the location and availability of
information and, consequently, have not had access to
valuable primary source material that could be used
to support their research projects.
This National Archives's guide, another in a
continuing
series
of subject guides to federal
records designed to make the archives's holdings more
accessible, is a welcome attempt to improve the
situation.
Much of the guide was developed through
papers
prepared
for
the
National
Archives's
Conference on Research in the History of Indian-White
Relations, which was held at the National Archives in
1972.
It describes and lists material concerned with
American
Indians
and
their
relation to other
Americans and to the federal government as a result
of military operations or through the bureau of
Indian Affairs.
It is to be used as a specialized
supplement to the general
Guide to the National
Archives of the United States (1974).
The compiler informs the reader that most of the
guide entries have been limited to records that can
be
identified with existing finding aids.
Some

78

agency records have not been included in the guide
because there is no practical way to identify them.
For example, to use National Labor Relations Board
cases in which Indians were involved, it is necessary
to find a reference in another source such as a book
or newspaper.
Another important limitation is that
there is no attempt to provide information about
prominent
persons
who were Indians but had no
particular connection with Indian affairs.
The guide is arranged by record group and is
intended to reflect a combination of chronology,
government
organization,
and
relationship
with
Indians.
The book begins with a section describing
prefederal records and then is followed by a listing
of pertinent general records of the United States
government.
The remaining text describes the records
of
government
departments,
offices,
divisions,
bureaus, and agencies.
Within record groups, the records are listed and
described by series. The compiler informs the reader
that the information on individual series provided in
the guide differs from that found in the National
Archives and Records Administration
(NARA) in-house
inventories.
He writes that it is "an attempt to
present a different viewpoint with more emphasis on
subject matter, specific examples and guidance on
using records."
The guide has some important features that should
prove
useful
to the researcher.
Citations are
provided for other available published finding aids,
although
there
is
no attempt to provide full
bibliographic coverage for documentary publications
and other related publications.
Also, many of the
records described in this guide have been reproduced
as NARA microfilm publications, and citations are
provided for many of these publications.
Despite its remarkable low cost, the book is easy
to use and read.
Some attractive photographs have
also been included with caption and a file reference
number for each.
The index is thorough and easy to
use.
Overall, this guide is an important addition to
the reference literature and should be purchased by
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any archives, library, or historical agency serving
researchers
seeking
information on the American
Ind i an.
Ron Chepesiuk
Winthrop College

Guide to Catholic Indian Mission and School Records
in Midwest Repositories.
By Philip C. Bantin with
Mark G. Thiel.
Milwaukee:
Marquette University,
1984. Pp. x, 446. Index. Spiral paper, $15.00.
Where might one find record of a marriage of a
Potawatomi? A confirmation of an Osage? And, what if
the Catholic mi ssion where these events occurred has
been closed for more than a century, and its records
are
not
in the state or local archives?
Any
researcher
facing
such
questions
will greatly
appreciate the work of Philip Bantin with Mark Thiel,
as will those searching for administrative records,
censuses, language dictionaries, newspapers, or other
records that were used or produced among Catholic
missions and schools for Indians in the Midwest from
about the mid-nineteenth century to the present.
The
Guide
is the result of a survey project,
jointly funded by the Marquette University Archives
and the National Endowment for the Humanities. The
survey, often on-site, encompassed twelve midwestern
states.
Of the 832 institutions contacted, the
project
located Indian records in 277 churches,
religious communities, dioceses, museums, historical
societies, universities, and other archives.
As a directory, the
Guide
has its entries
arranged by state and then by local area thereunder.
Its format is similar to Kinney's Directory of State
and Provincial Archives
(1975), providing address
with
telephone
number,
hours
of
operation,
restrictions
on
access, copying facilities, and
holdings.
Additionally,
Thiel compiled a brief
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history of each repository, including its relation
with the mission or school or other facts pertinent
to the provenance of the records.
The holdings
listed in the
Guide,
frequently at the folder or
item level, do not include all holdings of the
repository listed, but only those records relating to
the Catholic Indian missions and schools.
The thirty-five-page index is fairly thorough,
providing subject listings as well as institutional,
geographic, and other proper names.
However, it
lacks
cross-references;
for
instance,
the
English-Chippewa
Dictionary
cannot be found by
simply looking under "Chippewa."
Physical features also leave something to be
desired.
The typewritten script has virtually no
variation in type style, point size, or boldness; the
numbering
of
entries
is
not quite enough to
distinguish them easily.
The pages lack running
heads, so that a random opening of the volume does
not
readily
indicate
state.
The spiral paper
binding, due to the sheer weight and size of the
volume, will not survive frequent reference.
Even so, the
Guide
is a valuable reference
source.
The vast majority of the records listed are
unpublished.
When one considers that this volume
enables
the
user
to
locate otherwise obscure
information
in
a specialized subject area, the
Guide is definitely a bargain.
w. Tony Coursey
Home Mission Board, Southern Baptist Convention

Archives
and
Manuscripts:
Photographic
Collections.
Ritzenthaler, Gerald J. Munoff,
Chicago:
Society of American
volume
in
the Basic Manual
Photographs, drawings, charts,
glossary, bibliography, index.
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Administration
of
By
Mary
Lynn
and Margery S. Long.
Archivists, 1984. A
Series.
Pp. 173.
forms, supply list,
Paper, $14.00 to SAA

members, $18.00 to others from Society of American
Archivists, 600 South Federal, Suite 504, Chicago, IL
60605.
The publication of Administration of Photographic
Collections
fills one of the most irritating voids
in archival literature. Archivists and manuscript
curators can at last feel secure in the knowledge
that almost anything they need to know about photographs and photographic collections is available in
one volume.
The three authors bring considerable talent and
knowledge to the subject. Ritzenthaler, who was the
director of the Basic Archival Conservation Program
for the Society of American Archivists (SAA) before
joining National Archives and Records Administration
(NARA), and Ms. Long, who is the audio visual curator
at the Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs at Wayne
State University and also teaches a course in the
Administration
of
Photographic Collections, have
conducted workshops on conservation of photographs
for
SAA.
Mr.
Munoff is now the director of
Administrative Services at the Kentucky Department
for Libraries and Archives and was formerly the
curator
of
the
Photographic
Archives
of the
University of Kentucky.
Ritzenthaler
contributes
chapters
on "Legal
Issues" (copyrights, privacy, deeds of gift, etc.),
"Preservation of Photographic Materials," and the
extremely
valuable "Managing a Photographic Copy
Service."
Ms. Long adds a general, historically
oriented chapter entitled "Photographs in Archival
Collections"
and
a
quite practical chapter on
"Appraisal and Collecting Policies" (how to use lead
files, appraisal factors and guidelines, etc.). Mr.
Munoff's contribution is in two widely different
areas.
His "History of Photographic Process" should
be sufficient for all but the most scientifically
advanced
of
archivists.
His
other
chapter,
"Arrangement and Description," should also please all
archivists, since he pays strict respect to the
principles of provenance and original order.
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Indee d, one of the chief reasons this manual is
so useful is because it consistently applies to
photographic collections such time-honor ed archival
principles as provenance and original order. It also
works so well because it addresses a particular
audience and has a clear point-of-view.
This is
demonstrated
by
the
focus
on
collections of
photographs
rather
than
individual photographic
images
and
by the attention to black-and-white
photographs to the almost total exclusion of color
photography.
To have decided differently would have
led the authors into a place where few practicing
archivists would have cared to follow. As it is, the
manual throws its light on just those subjects that
are of paramount importance to most archivists.
The
main
body
of
this
manual
is amply
interspersed with photographs and other illustrations
and aided by appendices giving funding sources for
photographic collections and vendors of materials
useful in caring for photographic collections and by
a glossary providing basic terms pertinent to the
subject.
There is also an extensive bibliography,
which includes the titles and addresses of thirteen
periodicals
in
the
field
of
photography and
photographic collections, and a well-organized index
by Laura K. Saegert.
Robert c. Dinwiddie
Georgia State University

University Archives in ARL
Libraries:
Kit 107.
Washington:
Systems and Procedures Exchange Center
of the Association of Research Libraries, 1984. Pp.
108.
Survey results, forms, selected bibliography.
Paper, $15.00, prepayment required from SPEC, Office
of
Management
Studies,
Association of Research
Libraries,
1527
New
Hampshire
Avenue,
N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.
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The
Association
of Research Libraries (ARL)
includes
the
105
largest
university
research
libraries in North America. Its Office of Management
Studies offers a number of programs, including the
Systems and Procedures Exchange Center (SPEC). Since
1973 the center has published over one hundred kits:
"topically-arranged
groupings of unedited primary
source
documents--selected
for
their
value to
administrators and decision-makers--that illustrate a
wide range of alternative approaches to specific
issues."
All are designed for use in research
libraries.
Recent topics have been electronic mail,
nonbibliographic machine-readable data bases, branch
libraries, and on-line catalogs.
Kit 107, "University Archives in ARL Libraries,"
resulted
from
a
request by the University of
Massachusetts
Library for information from other
research libraries.
Through a questionnaire survey,
the
center
sought
information from fifty-eight
research libraries on the organizational placement in
the institution, reporting relationships, scope of
collections,
staffing
patterns,
and
archives'
relationship to institutional
records management.
The center received a response rate of 91 percent.
The five-page questionnaire is reproduced at the
beginning
of the kit, and raw numeric data is
supplied in response to the nineteen questions. A
two-page
summary
of
the findings precedes the
questionnaire.
While the survey may be of some use, it must be
viewed with caution.
First, the survey was not of
all ARL libraries, but only of public institutions.
Second, the questionnaire is constructed so that it
does not distinguish between older and new archival
programs, or between those ·with responsibility for
other activities and those which collect only the
institution's official records. Of what value is it
to know that the size of staff ranged from zero to
twenty-seven
or that thirty-one libraries report
employing professional archivists unless one knows
the siz e a nd scope of the programs? Without more
complete documentation and interpretation the survey
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resulted
from
a
request by the University of
Massachusetts
Library for information from other
research libraries.
Through a questionnaire survey,
the
center
sought
information from fifty-eight
research libraries on the organizational placement in
the institution, reporting relationships, scope of
collections,
staffing
patterns,
and
archives'
relationship to institutional
records management.
The center received a response rate of 91 percent.
The five-page questionnaire is reproduced at the
beginning
of the kit, and raw numeric data is
supplied in response to the nineteen questions. A
two-page
summary
of
the findings precedes the
questionnaire.
While the survey may be of some use, it must be
viewed with caution.
First, the survey was not of
all ARL libraries, but only of public institutions.
Second, the questionnaire is constructed so that it
does not distinguish between older and new archival
programs, or between those with responsibility for
other activities and those which collect only the
institution's official records. Of what value is it
to know that the size of staff ranged from zero to
twenty-seven
or that thirty-one libraries report
employi ng professional archi vists unless one knows
the si ze a nd scope of the programs? Without mor e
complete documentation and interpretation the survey
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results provide little guidance for library planners.
The Society of American Archivists' (SAA) Task
Force
on
Institutional
Evaluation is presently
testing a comprehensive survey to gather s i mi lar
information .
It
is hoped that the information
collected in this manner will form a national data
base
that
can be used to develop profiles of
different types of programs. Such a data base, for
instance, might be used by an ARL library to locate
information on how comparable institutions deal with
a variety of ·issues.
Until that data has been
compiled, this SPEC kit should be read in conjunction
with an article co-authored by the reviewer and J.
Frank Cook ("A Profile of College and University
Archives in the United States," American Archivist
45:
410-28) and "College and University Archives
Guidelines."
The former provides a more detailed
analysis of university archives than does the SPEC
kit,
and the latter outlines the components and
functions of a university archives program adopted by
the SAA.
In addition to the survey, the kit contains a
number of documents solicited from those institutions
completing the questionnaire.
They include records
management
reports
from
the
University
of
Connecticut, Texas A & M, and Pennsylvania State
University; a brief statement of the purpose and
goals for the university archives of the University
of
Oregon;
policies
and
procedures
from the
University of Kansas and Washington State University;
annual reports from the Bancroft Library of the
University of California, Berkeley and the University
of Illinois; and position descriptions provided by
the University of Maryland and the University of
Connecticut.
Although the survey also requested
information
on budgets, organization charts, and
other material, none was included in the kit. The
documents are useful, but they appear to be almost
randomly
selected
from
an
unknown
number of
submissions.
These documents could have been more
useful if the compilers had noted, for instance,
which institutions prepared annual reports and what
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characteristics determined the selection of the two
that were reproduced. Are the documents models to be
emulated, in some way typical for all submissions, or
representative of a range of analysis of detail?
Without such information the examples are much less
useful than they might have been.
The reviewer is sympathetic to the center's efforts
to produce timely kits and surveys on demand and
to the difficulty of meeting that goal if documents
must be edited and typeset.
Too little editorial
oversight, however, risks publishing a kit that is
misleading to decision-makers who explore the topic
no deeper than the information supplied. Between the
two
extremes there should be adequate room for
developing a more sophisticated survey instrument,
for providing more analysis, and for providing some
brief introduction for each of the items in the kit.
If the quality of other SPEC kits is to be judged by
this one, then there is cause for concern; they are
less useful than they should be.
Nicholas c. Burckel
University of Chicago
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ARCHIVES AND RECORDS MANAGEMENT IN THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT: THE POST-GSA CONTEXT
On 19 October 1984, President Ronald Reagan signed
the National Archives and Records Administration Act
of 1984, separating the National Archives from the
General Services Administration (GSA) and reestablishing the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA) as an independent agency. This legislation
attempted to resolve the two long-standing dilemmas:
the relationship of archives and records management in
the federal government and the placement of the National Archives within GSA.
Several histories, notably those of H.G. Jones
1
and Donald R. McCoy,
document these issues and
the
efforts
of the National Archives first to
identify and preserve the early records of the nation
and then to cope with huge numbers of newly created
records and rapidly developing computer technology.
Archivists
recognized
early
that
the combined
paperwork and technological explosions would require
new approaches to archives and records management.
They began to think in terms of a records life cycle
in which archivists managed documents from creation
to final disposition, and they believed that the
National Archives should play a leadership role in
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the
government's
overall
determini2g
records
policies.
However, as the small archives agency struggled
in the late 1940s to cope with burgeoning records
management demands, its ability to administer this
task came into doubt.
The immense cost of federal
paperwork had become a dominant political issue. The
need was for economy and efficiency and the mood was
for centralization of services.
In this climate,
influenced by reports from the Leahy Task Force, the
Budget Bureau, and the First Hoover Commission, the
archives
was, in 1949, placed within th3 newly
created
General
Services
Administration.
While
the National Archives and Records Service (NARS) held
both archives and records management responsibilities
within GSA, its leadership role and prestige as a
cultural
and
educational
institution
seemed
threatened.
There
was also concern that GSA's
political atmosphere and the priorities of economy
and
efficiency
might
adversely affect archival
activities.
Time seemed to bear out many of those concerns.
In 1977 the final report of the Federal Paperwork
Commission
included strong criticisms of federal
records management and call~d for major conceptual
and
organizational changes.
It proposed a change
from traditional records management, "which focuses
on physical documents and their design, handling,
processing and storage," to information resources
management,
"which
more broadly focuses on the
contents of documents and information and the ~alue
and treatment of information as a resource."
In
later hearings, allegations of mismanagement were
aimed at both NARS and GSA leadership. Dramatic
media charges of preservation ~nd lax security at the
archives and lingering litigation over ownership of
the Richard Nixon and Henry Kigsinger records added
to an increasingly tense climate.
GSA officials, anticipating NARS's separation,
sought to move major records management functions
from the archives to GSA.
This was effectively
accomplished in January 1982 when GSA Administrator
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Gerald
Carmen
transferred the NARS's Office of
Records and Information Management to GSA's Automated
Data and Telecommunication Service. The reorganization
order also proposed a plan for a documentation unit
within the archives and initiated an internal working
group to identify those records managem7nt
functions
directly
tied to archival concerns.
The National Archives and Records Administration
Act of 1984 basically formalized the 1982 internal
reorganization
at
GSA.
Archives
and archival
functions are again independent; however, records
management responsibilities are shared between the
two agencies.
The archivist of the United States is
to
"provide
guidance and assistance to Federal
agencies with respect to ensuring adequate and proper
documentation of the policies and transactions of the
Federal
Government
and
ensuring proper records
disposition."
The GSA administrator is to "provide
guidance and assistance to Federal agencies to ensure
economical and effective records management by such
agencies."
The archivist and the administrator share
responsibility
for
promulgating
standards
and
procedures,
conducting
research,
collecting and
disseminating information, conducting inspections of
agency
records,
and reporting to oversight and
appropri.ations committees. Records restricted by law
or for reasons of national security or the public
interest are to be inspected in accordance with
regulations
promulgated by the administrator and
archivist, subject to the approval of the head of the
agency
concerned
or
of
the
president.
The
legislation also attempts to insulate the archivist
from partisan politics by providing for appointment
solely on the basis of professional qgalifications
without regard to political affiliations.
To the end of committing their agencies to the
cooperation mandated by the law, outgoing GSA Acting
Administrator Ray Kline and outgoing Archivist Robert
M. Warner signed a "Memorandum of Understanding."
This document pledges cooperation through "frequent
meetings to maintain mutual understanding of program
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goals
and
objectives"
and
"coordination
of
regulations and guidelines through review in advance
of publication for Federal agencies' comments or use,
for purp~ses of policy consistency and procedural
economy."
Staff members at both GSA and NARA continue to
work out details of separation.
This has been a
tumultuous year for both agencies, but the prevailing
mood seems to be one of optimism for current projects
and
confidence
that
the
division
of records
management responsibilities is a workable one. The
agencies
recently
issued identical bulletins on
electronic record keeping and are working closely on
inspecti?B
of
Social
Security
Administration
records.
At
GSA's
Office
of
Information
Resources
Management a massive two-year effort to consolidate
automatic
data processing and records management
functions culminated in the recent publication of a
new
Federal
Information
Resources
Management
Regulation.
This regulation provides definitions and
procedures for the records management elements now
under GSA, including reports, forms, correspondence,
directivff'
mail,
micrographics,
and
filing
systems.
At NARA, archivists seem resigned to loss of
major records management functions but determined to
reestablish the National Archives' reputation for
solid archival work and innovative leadership. As a
result
of
recommendations
of the Documentation
Standards
Study
Group,
established
by
Acting
Archivist Frank Burke last spring, the Documentations
Standards
Division
of
the
Office
of Records
Administration has been reassigned to the Office of
the Archivist for six months ending in January 1986.
During this time the unit will develop long and
short-term
goals
for the documentation program,
examine progress of the past two years, and reI~mmend
future placement of the documentation function.
Patricia Aronsson, director of the Documentation
Standards Staff, describes the unit's work as a
proactive approach to archives. Observing that some
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arch i vists feel it is not appropri a te for archiv i sts
to
be
involved
in
re c ords creation, Aronsson
emphasized that the archivist's role in documentation
will be to assist records creators, not dictate
records creation.
Her staff wi ll endeavor to define
adequacy of documentation as distingu i shed from both
trad i tional
records
management
and
appraisal
activities.
In addition, they will discuss ways to
ensure creation of high quality documentation and
will consider the impact of automation, including
determinf~g
at · what point a lasting record should be
created.
The importance of the adequacy of documentation
role for the archives cannot be underestimated. NARA
has emerged from GSA largely eviscerated of its
records management responsibilities. Involvement in
documentation gives archivists important authority at
the earliest point of the records life cycle, in
addition to their traditional role in appraisal and
disposition.
There
is
concern,
however,
that the 1984
legislation does not give the archivist of the United
States
adequate authority to fulfill these roles.
Provisions giving the archivist final authority to
determine what documentary materials are records and
permitting him access to agency materials to make
such
detef~inations
were
deleted
from
the
legislation.
Lacking this
authority
and still
awaiting appointment of a new archivist of the United
States, it would seem that NARA is operating bravely,
but
from
a
disadvantaged
position.
As
one
congressman remarked, "We will have to revisit this
subject undoubf~dly in the days ahead and try to
resolve it •••• "
While those who support the administrative union
of archives and records management wonder how well
shared responsibility as prescribed by the law will
work, archivists generally applaud the return of
independence
for
the National Archives and are
matter-of-fact
in
their
acceptance
of
other
provisions of the new law. It would seem that the
old philosophical arguments between archivists and
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records
managers
have
been
superceded by new
concerns .
The practical realities of the paperwork
and
technological explosions have resulted in a
complex, yet pragmatic, sharing of responsibility for
federal records. This cooperation, involving records
creators, records managers, archivists and oversight
committees, is not the simplest, cleanest approach.
It is, perhaps, the only way a large, democratic
republic
can manage and protect its documentary
history in the last quarter of the twentieth century.
Linda Vee Pruitt
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Kindness

speaking

TIME MANAGEMENT FOR ARCHIVISTS
Practically everyone writing on the subject of
time
management
believes that the key to good
management
of
work
time
is
doing
the
most
important
job
now.
Some
managers
spend
much energy on low-priority jobs, leaving
little or no time for the really essential ones.
Beginning to regain control of work time, therefore,
requires an appreciation of what Alex MacKenzie has
called "time
wasters."l Three time wasters that
are at or near the top of many lists of the most
notorious--telephone use, meetings, and mail handling
procedures--can be defeated using simple methods.
Telephone calls rank as the Number One time waster
on almost every list, because they can so easily destroy the one thing most needed in order to be producti ve--large blocks of uninterrupted time. There are
ways of controlling these interruptions, however:
1.

2.
3.

Establish a quiet hour for answering mail or
working on important projects. Guard this time
jealously. Do not take calls.
Establish a time or times in the day to make and
return calls .
Instruct the person who will be answering the
telephone
to tell callers when to expect a
return call. Be punctual i.n returning the call.

Meetings can also waste time, for three reasons:
1.
2.
3.

inadequate preparation,
lack of an agenda, and
tendency to be overly long and inconclusive .

These negative habits can be reduced or eliminated by
applying a few simple techn iques :
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1. Prepare
for
each meeting
by
circulating a
memorandum that states at least three pieces of
information:
the
purpose
of the meeting, an
agenda for the meeting; and the starting %and%
ending times of the meeting.
2. Conduct meetings applying these techniques:
a. include in the meeting only those persons who
presence is essential,
b. limit and control discussions,
c. do not let old projects vanish without a trace.
Begin the meeting by following up on projects
decided upon in previous meetings, and
d. see
that each participant leaves the meeting
with a clear idea of what is to be done, by
whom, and when.
3. Do
not overlook the importance of the followup.
Minutes of the
meeting
need to be prepared
immediately
and
distributed to all participants
and to any others who will benefit from knowing
what transpired.
The minutes should succinctly
restate
both the relative importance of
the
projects'
agreed
to in the meeting and the
projected dates of completion.
Thoughtless mail handling
"time waster." Good practice
summarized in five principles:
1.

2.

3.
4.

procedures is a third
in this area can be

Develop the habit of first reading mail while
standing (This principle is based on research
done by the direct mail industry showing that
over seventy-five percent of all mail is indeed
r.ead by people as they walk toward the nearest
trash can. Be a member of this smart majority.)
Sor.t mail into two categories: material requiring
immediate attention and everything else that can
wait.
Direct all other ma i l either to a staff member
for action or throw it away.
Schedule a definite period or period s during the
day to answer important correspondence. Protect
this time and use it to g ive complet e attention
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to the most ur ge nt requests that come in the
mai l.
Do not allow int e rruptions during this
period.
If
these
procedures
are
followed,
two major
requirements of this aspect of time management will
be satisfied:
a. correspondence should not come to rest permanently on the desk; and
b. each piece of mail should be handled only once.
These basic time management techniques are needed
by the majority of archivists, regardless of their
institutional circumstances. Committee meetings, the
telephone, and unexpected visitors plague everyone,
and it is important to strive to compartmentalize the
manner in which such distractions are handled. The
aim in doing so, of course, is to gain more time to
address the primary concerns of archival work, such
as
records
management,
collection
processing,
reference service, or conservation. To enhance the
time spent on these primary areas, archival time
management solutions may prove to be of some benefit.
If an archivist is employed by an institution
that has previously given only passing thought to
records management, it will be most important · to assert some control over records flow and thereby eliminate the chaos such a situation produces. In the
long-term, it obviously will be essential to formulate
a comprehensive records management plan, but this will
take many hours and do little to relieve the immediate
dilemma caused by the large influx of unannounced records.
A viable short-term solution is to concentrate
educational efforts on frequent donors and emphasize
to them the critical role that each off ice plays in
efficient records management. An excellent way to begin this education is to devise a brief "acquisition
statement" called a records transferral form. The explanatory section of the form should contain clear and
concise instructions
about records transferral and
stress the following points:
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1.
2.
3.
4.

The originating office must notify the archivist
prior to any transferral of records.
All incoming material must be properly packaged
and accompanied by complete inventories.
Issues of a confidential nature should be so
specified.
Upon arrival at the archives, all material will be
appraised for its historical value and unsuitable
portions will be destroyed.

Although
apparently
a
simplistic
device--and
certainly no substitute for a comprehensive records
management
plan--such a mechanism will give the
archivist some breathing space and greatly reduce the
amount
of
time
lost
in
the
re-packing and
inventorying of the records.
Two things are of crucial importance in making
the
most
of time spent in actually processing
historical collections. First, and most immediately,
a
clear order of processing priority should be
devised so that incoming collections may be ranked
during the accessioning process according to their
importance.
The actual mechanics of the scale may be
of the archivist's own choosing but should clearly
reflect both the prime needs of the institution and
the demands of the repository's research clientele.
The second critical factor in efficient collection
processing is the human element, and this is clearly
the one with which many archivists have the greatest
difficulty.
Getting the most from staff members is
always a challenge for a supervisor and particularly
for those who have most processing done by student
assistants or part-time workers.
When formulating
the mental guidelines necessary for the care and
feeding of such assistants, the following axioms may
be recommended:
1.

2.

Never hire a student assistant or part-time worker
in
whom
one
does
not
have the fullest
confidence.
Attempt to match an individual's area of interest
and background with a relevant collection.
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3.

4.
5.

Continually demonstrate interest in the staff's
efforts
and
the
importance
of
their
accomplishments to the repository as a whole.
Occasionally vary the processors to keep them from
becoming bored by repetition.
Dismiss a problem worker immediately if a mistake
has been made in hiring.

Automation
is
yet another viable method of
improving efficiency in the primary areas of archival
endeavor and is now a much more affordable option,
given the advent of the microcomputer. A variety of
hardware and software packages are available which
are well suited to archival purposes.
With the
appropriate
software, personal computers can help
to
maintain
accession
records,
create inventories and finding aids, print folder labels, store
acquisition
records, handle correspondence files,
and chart fiscal responsibilities. Micro-automation
will be of inestimable help in centralizing administrative and archival
information. The ability of
many data base packages to search and compare large
amounts of material will be another key benefit and
spell a belated end to many of the extended manual
searches that were formerly so characteristic
of the profession.
If a repository is or is planning to operate a
limited conservation facility, two things will be of
prime importance in the context of time management.
First,
since
conservation
work is an archival
function
which
can
be
adversely
affected by
interruption, the scheduling of work is crucial. If
possible, conservation services should be performed
in the off-hours when office and research activity is
at a minimum. Evenings and weekends are perhaps the
very best times for conservation work, a fact which
will make the implementation of a flexible schedule
for the conservator essential.
Apart from simple
scheduling,
staff commitment is of even greater
importance.
Most conservation operations require
large amounts of time, and the individual in charge
of the lab should be forewarned that the dedicat i on
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of
considerable
time
may be necessary if the
techniques are to be learned and executed properly.
Even if only limited success is achieved in
streamlining the various activities discussed in this
article,
the cumulative gain in work efficiency could
be considerable. Since missions and aspirations will
inevitably run far ahead of budgets, even modest
achievements in work efficiency should be pursued and
will inevitably pay dividends in terms of greater
productivity and personal fulfillment.
Joseph W. Constance, Jr.
Robert C. Dinwiddie
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NEWS REELS
The Virginia State Library, Archives Branch, has
adopted a collection development policy which was
formally approved by its library board. The policy
statement
codifies
the
branch's
long-standing
collecting
guidelines.
The archives attempts to
preserve all Virginia state and local government
records deemed to be useful for historical research
or to have legal, fiscal, or administrative value.
The branch also collects selected private papers,
such as business, church, organization, and cemetery
records,
maps dating from before 1900, personal
papers, genealogi~al notes and charts, and family
records from Bibles.

* * *
The Northeast Document Conservation Center (NEDCC),
Andover, Massachusetts, has received a grant from the
National Historic Publications and Records Commission
(NHPRC)
to produce an administrative manual for
preservation
microfilming
programs.
It
will
interpret
existing
technical standards, describe
recommended procedures, and provide advice on both
administrative and production aspects of preservation
microfilming.
The project is also supported by a
partnership
with
the
Association
of
Research
Libraries (ARL), which is funded by a grant from the
Andrew W. Mellon Foundation.
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The following grants have been recently awarded to
archives in the Southeast from the NHPRC:
The University of Tennessee at Martin received up to
$3,000 for consultation to develop an archives and
records management program for the school, the major
state university in northwest Tennessee.
The City of Mobile, Alabama received $33,700 to
arrange and describe the 3,000 cubic feet of archival
records (records date from 1815 to the present) held
in the Mobile Municipal Archives.
Research Libraries Group, Inc., Stanford, California,
received a partial matching grant of $293,278 for a
two-year project to create a national data base of
public
records
information,
which includes the
holdings of the state archives of Alabama and six
other state archives around the country.
Georgia Department of Archives and History received
$405,196 in matching grant for a statewide local
governmental records program, which will gather basic
information about Georgia's 159 counties.
Floyd County (Georgia) Board of Education received
$20,500 in matching grant to complete an inventory of
records, review microfilming practices, and prepare a
general finding aid to permanently valuable papers.
Troup
County
(Georgia)
Historical
Society and
Archives received a two-year grant (depending on
congressional funding) to expand their holdings of
LaGrange and Troup County records.

* * *
The Office
Institution

of Museum Programs of the Smithsonian
with the Virginia Association of Museums
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announced
a
new
series of museum professional
development workshops to be held throughout Virginia
in early 1986.
The workshops will include topics
such
as
paper
and
photograph
conservation,
photographic methods for museum personnel, the legal
aspects of collections management, and board and
staff relations.
Enrollment is limited.
Contact
Patricia Barrows, On-site Workshop Program, Office of
Museum
Programs,
Arts
and
Industries
2235,
Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C. 20560

* * *·
The
National
Association of State Archives and
Records Administrators (NASARA) elected last year to
change its name in order to broaden its focus and
include local governmental administrators. The new
organization is known as the National Association of
Government and Records Administrators (NAGARA). To
reflect the new area of interest NAGARA will prepare
workshops
and publications on local governmental
records.
To join the new organization, write Bruce
Dearstyne,
NAGARA, executive secretary, New York
State
Archives, Room 10-A-75, Cultural Education
Center, Albany, NY 12230.

* * *
The following National Endowment for the Humanities
grants were awarded earlier in the year to archival
institutions in the Southeast:
Alabama Department of Archives and History received
$150,000
outright, plus an offer of $13,501 in
matching
funds,
to support the arrangement and
description
of
4,000
cubic feet of manuscript
collections and the preparation of a guide.
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University of New Orleans received $79,757 to support
the preservation and dissemination by microfilm of
the Louisiana Supreme Court's fragile manuscript case
files, 1813-1861.

* * *
In October 1985, the Special Collections Department
of the University of Kentucky Libraries received a
one-year grant for $142,000 from the U.S. Department
of Education Title II Program to enter records into
OCLC's on-line bibliographic data base and to work
with
the
Kentucky Department for Libraries and
Archives in preserving the University of Kentucky's
eighteenth
and nineteenth century collections of
twenty-five items or less.

* * *
The following
the year:

NHPRC

grants

were awarded earlier in

University of Florida, Gainesville received $85,814
for a two-year project to establish a university
archives and records management program.
Florida
Department
for
Libraries and Archives,
Division of Archives, History and Records Management
received up to $3,000 for a consultant to plan a
statewide program to care for local governmental
records.
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INFORMATION FOR CONTRIBUTORS
EDITORIAL POLICY
Members of the Society of Georgia Archivists, and
others with professional interest in the aims of the
are
invited to submit manuscripts for
society,
consideration and to suggest areas of concern or
subjects
which they feel should be included in
forthcoming issues of PROVENANCE.
Manuscripts received from contributors are submitted
to an editorial board. Editors are asked to appraise
manuscripts in terms of appropriateness, scholarly
worth, and clarity of writing.
Accepted manuscripts will be edited in the above
terms and to conform to the University of Chicago's
Manual of Style.
Only
manuscripts which have not been previously
published will be accepted, and authors must agree
not to publish elsewhere, without explicit written
permission, a paper submitted to and accepted by
PROVENANCE.
Two copies of PROVENANCE
author without charge.

will

be

provided to the

Letters to the editor which include pertinent and
constructive comments or criticisms of articles or
reviews recently published by PROVENANCE are welcome.
Ordinarily, such letters should not exceed 300 words.
Brief
contributions
for
Short Subjects may be
addressed to Glen McAninch, Special Collections and
Archives, King Library North, University of Kentucky
Libraries, Lexington, KY 40506.
Books for review should be sent to Martin Elzy, 1408
Quail Hunt Drive, Riverdale, GA 30296.
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Manuscript Requirements
• Manuscripts should be submitted in double-spaced
typescripts throughout--including footnotes at the
end of the text--on white bond paper 8 1/2 x 11
inches in size.
Margins should be about 1 1/2
inches all around. All pages should be numbered,
including the title page. the author's name and
address should appear only on the title page,
which should be separate from the main text of the
manuscript.
•

Each manuscript should be submitted in two copies,
the original typescript and one carbon or durable
photocopy.

•

The title of the paper should be accurate and
distinctive rather than merely descriptive.

•

References
accepted
PROVENANCE
University
edition.

•

PROVENANCE uses the University of Chicago Manual
of Style,
13th
edition, and
Webster's
New
International Dictionary of the English Language,
3d edition (G. & C. Merriam Co.) as its standard
for style, spelling, and punctuation.

•

Use of terms which have special meanings for
archivists,
manuscript
curators,
and records
managers should conform to the definitions in "A
Basic
Glossary
for
Archivists,
Manuscript
Curators,
and
Records
Managers,"
American
Archivist
37, 3 (July 1974).
Copies of this
glossary
are available for $2 each from the
Executive Director, SAA, 600 s. Federal St., Suite
504, Chicago, IL 60605.

and
footnotes
should
conform to
scholarly
standards.
Ordinarily
uses footnote format illustrated in the
of Chicago
Manual of Style,
13th
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